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evid&it. Nor is it an invariable rule, that a different objeot 
may Ije imputed only to an objeot situated bofqjje you. For to 
the sky, though unevident or invisible, olnldren impute super- 
ficial blueness, &o. Therefore tSe imputation of tliqj; whioh »is 
not tile spirit to the animating soul is impossible. 

Learned men call this imputation, thus defined, Ignortgioe,* 
and the apprehension of substantial # essence By discrimination 
they call Knowledge. Such being the case where there is an 
4 imputation of anything, it is not in the least aifoeted by $ie 
fault or merit caused by such imputation. All who deal practi- 
cally with proof and provable, whether popular, [/. tf. depending 
on natural reason] or Vedio [/. e. depending on authority] 
commence as a premiss with this imputation of the Spirit and 
the No-spirit to each other, known as the product of Ignogafti^ 
For all the Sastras have injunction or prohibition or Emancipa- 
tion for their object. But how can Perception and other proofs, 
and Sastras, be held as objects consisting in Ignoranco ? or (0011-4 
versely) how can objects consisting in Ignoranco be held as 
Perception and other proofs, or Sastras either ? Ans.wer — Be- 
cause there can be no proving, or observation, and deduction, 
on the part of one, destitute of the fancy that the body and 
organs are “ Myself and Mine for in such a case no effort at 
proof or observation and deduction is conceivable. No practice 
of Perception, &o., can, in truth, take place without recourse to 
the organs of senso. Nor without a receptaclo for the organs 
(or body), can there be any act. Neither does a person act with 
a body to which the existence of Spirit (or self) is not imputed. 
Nor again in the absence of all this can the unattached Spirit 
be a receptacle of right apprehension.. Neither can th^re be any* 
scope for proof in the destitution of such a receptacle of right ap- 
prehension. Therefore objects consisting in Ignorance are them- 
selves Perception and other proofs, and Sastras also. And because 
• • 

* Avidyd. This Ignorance dots not imply a mure want of knowledge, 
drifl^ather the existence of a conceit of knowledge which is false — not uuliko 
4he * Ay yowi of Plato to firj KartiSdra ti Sokclv elScvat. Sophist. 229. 0. 



the case is lierp common with the brute creation. J ust as the teutes 
in connection with the ear and other senses, on getting a sensa- 
tion of Bound, &c., recede when it is hostile, and proceed 
when it if friendly — as also \>n •perceiviiff; a person before 
them, stick in hand, # thfly* begin to run away, thinking, ** This 
pers(jn wishes to strike me,” but on perceiving one with fresh 
grass tn hand, Iface himj so men also, ttough endowed with 
intelligence, when they perceive strong persons, fierce in their 
lopks, and proceeding with hostile cries, sword in hand, recede 
from them, but go up and meet others that are in a contrary 
attitude. Therefore the practice of men in matters of proof and 
provable is the same with the brute creation. The practice of 
the brutes with reference to perception and other sensations, is well 
Jcaa-Mwji to be without discrimination or thought. Owing to a 
community of sensation, the practice of men, though gifted with 
intelligence, is also, in respect of Perception, &c., for the moment 
c ascertained to be similar. But in Sastric practice, although the 
agent, not ignorant of the relation of the spirit with the next 
world, acts intelligently, yet that which is revealed in the 
Vedant — L c. tho Spirit, sheer truth, above the feeling of hunger 
and thirst, not subject to the distinction of Brahmin, Kslietriya, 
&c., not a (mere) fleeter* (/. e. not of the world) is not dependant 
on acts or ceremonies — because of its incongruity (with such 
ceremonies) and of its opposition to acts. Previous to such 
spiritual! knowlccfge, the directing Sastra does not transcend the 
condition of an object consisting in Ignorance. For the texts 
“ Let a Brahmin offer sacrifices, &c.,” [can only] prevail by 
countenancing the imputation to the Spirit of distinctive castes, 
•stages, a^es, conditions, &c. We have (already) said, that Im- 
piftatien implies the notion of something in that which is not 
that thing.! For instance when one, on his son, wife, and 

* one who repeatedly passes through the world, 

t Or self-knowledge. 

A very felicitous expression equivalent to ro 

tnpov So£a£civ. 



5 


others being unsound or whole (in body), imputes [sympatheti 
calljjJ'to himself the same external attributes ty saying, 41 1 an 
myself unsound whole,” Sg also (does he impute to himsbl 
or the Spirit) the attributes of the body— thus : I am flat, 3 
44 1 tfm thin,” 44 1 am fair,” “ I stand* *1 go,” 44 1 pass over.* 
So also the attributes of the organs, thus : 44 I am dumb, or uu 
manly, or deaf, or one-eyed, or blind.” Likewise the attribute 
of the mind, such as desire, intention, hesitation, perseverance 
Also after imputing (the subjective) indicated by the first per 
sonal pronoun to the animating spirit, observant of all tin 
movements of the mind, he again imputes, conversely, him, th 
animating spirit, all observant, to the mind, &o. Thus is thii 
inherent imputation without beginning and without end. Ii 
is a knowledge produced by error — it is the induoer of thBWSI 
of agents and patients — it is borne out by all popular oyidenoe 
The whole Vedanta undertakes the manifestation of the know 
ledge of the Spirit’s unity for the purpose of destroying thi 
source of [all] mischief [*, e. the above popular error]. That thi 
is the purport of all Vedanta texts, we shall show in this SSri 
raka Mim£nsa . The following is the first Sutra of the Veddnti 
MimansS, Sastra whioh we desire to expound. 

I. — Then therefore Brahma-inquisitiveness. 

There (in the Sutra) the word 44 atha” or “ then” is receivec 
in the sense of succession — -not of undertaking — because Brah 
ma-inquisitiveness is incapable of being undertaken, and beoausi 
there is no conneotion of an auspicious sense with the meaning 
of the sentenoe. The word 44 atha,” though of another sense 
serves by«the sound (or enunciation) the purpose of fax qjispi- 
cious particle. Because also of a desideratum in the prelihxi- 
narj^uhject, the sense qf succession is unavoidable for its com- 
pletion. The particle then being one of succession, it is necessarj 
to deolare what Brahma-inquisitiveness requires as its regulai 
jpsluninaxies, just as Duty-inqukdtiveness requires as a ruk 
(he reading of the Vedas. 
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The study of the Vedas is a general antecedent [qualifica- 
tion]. But tkenpis th<* comprehension of prescribed acts die re . 
the especial antecedent [qualification] P no means— be- 
caiftie even •before Duty-inquisitivfinoss, Bralnna-inquisitive- 
ness is possible in one^fiat hffs studied the Vedanta. Nor is 
, there order [of succession] hero intended to be declared, as 
there is in the rule of succession in the cutting out [first] of the 
heart and [then of the] other [limbs of tho sacrificial victim] 
for^thore) an order was to be declared — [and] because tliore is no 
proof in the [respective] inquisitivenesses of Duty and Brahma, 
that tho one is a member of, or requisite qualification for, the 
other. Also because of a difference in the fruits and objects of 
inquiry. Tho Jknovvleilge of Duty lias for its fruit tho enjoy- 
«gRBr"bf objects,* tfnd that (again) is dependent on obser- 
vances.. But tfio knowledge of Brahma has eternal emancipa- 

* tion for its fruit — lftr is that dependent on any other obser- 
vances, [The merit of] Duty as an object of inquiry is future 
— it is not in being at tho moment of knowledge, because it is 
dependent oil personal acts [which are to be performed after 
the comprehension of duty]. But here [tho already] existent 
Braluna is the object of inquiry, because it is eternal and not 
dependent on personal acts. Also because of a difference in 
tho direction of the [respective] precepts. Tho precept, which 
is tho definition t)f t Puty, enlightens an individual, f enjoining 
him to its own object [tho observance of ceremonies], but the 
Brahma-precept rests contented with only enlightening the 
individual, beeauso enlightenment is the effect of precept, but 
tho individual is not enjoined in the enlightenment [?'. e. 
"tlier^ is ne inj unction connected with it]. J ust as the onlighten- 
ment oT an object by contact with tho sight — so it is. There- 

• fore something is now to be declared^ [as a preliminary] after 

which Brahma-inquisitiveness is laid down [by the author of 
the Sutra]. , | 

** CSovindniianda defines this f WWlfnfW which clearly 

' V| 

equal to the of Phi lob us. 

t The Asia lie Society's edition has an incorrect reading here k [ wnwfir] 
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[Wliat is it P] Answer. — Discrimination of t eternal and 
non-eternal substances. Aversion to tlie # enjoyment of fruits 
'here and hereafter. The accomplishment of the [six] exercises 
of mental subjugttion, bodily restraint, &c., and g. desire .of 
liberation. After those preliminaries, "ilf is 'possible, even beforo 
Duty-inquisitiveness, and [of course] after it too, to inquiro # aftor 
Brahma and also to. know it — but ngt otherwise. Therefore by 
the word “ atlia” or “ then,” succession after the accomplish- 
ment of the [antecedent] exercises, as statod above, is taught# 

Tlie word “ atas” or “ therefore,” signifies the eauso or reason. 
Whereas the Veda itself represents the transiontuess of tho 
fruits of burnt offerings and other exercises for the attainment 
of prosperity — as for instance tho texts “Here [in this world] 
the enjoyment gained by works decays — so also in the next 
the enjoyment gained by merit decays,”* &o. and also at the samo 
time exhibits the supreme goodf to bo from, the knowledge of 
Brahma, as in the text “ The knower of Brahma attains tho# 
supremo [good]*” — therefore after the accomplishment of the 
exercises as stated above, Brahma-inquisitiveness is to bo enter- 
tained. 

Brahma-inquisitiveness means inquisitiveness after Brah- 
ma. The definition of Brahma will be presently given, “ From 
whom the Production, &c. of this.” Therefore otliea meanings 
of the word Brahma such as (tho Brahmin) caste, &c., are not 
here to be apprehended. " Brahmanas” [the compound being a 
genitive tat-purusha] is genitive in the objective sense, not that 
of relation [or subjectiveness] — for inquisitiveness must have an 
object of inquiry and no other object is pointed out. " But even 
. if the genjjbive were taken in tho sense of relation, the objective - 0 

• • 

* Chhandogya 538. if* here held by Sankara to mean qTT'ftWPTOTfl: ( 
■j- 4 literally , tho supreme object of the soul—rayaOov or sum- 

mum bonum, or to apierrov as when stating the question between Pleasure 
and Wisdom, Plato says : onortpov avrolv rou dpwrrou (vyyeviorkpov. 
JH Sfcbu., 65 B. * * 

9 | Taitfmya, p. 61, 



ness of Byihnja would not be excluded, for a general relation 
may involve an ^speci^l object. Will you say that to give up 
tie evident objectiveness of Brahma, and, bv the door of a 
general relation, to fabricate an implied objective would be vain 
labour P But I tell you*it" will not be vain — because in Brahma 
ther^are involved endless propositions for discussion, [which 
otherwise would he exclude^].” To thig objection it is answerod 
— Not so — because in tho reception of the chief are virtually 
induded all those that are dependent on it. Brahma is the 
chief, for it is the most desirable object of apprehension by know- 
ledge. That chief being accepted as tho object of inquisitive- 
ness, those are virtually included without inquiring into which 
there can be nq inquiry into Brahma, and thus they do not re- 
*f«rp 0 -to be inserted in a separate sutra. Just as by the saying 
“ tho king is marching,” tho marching of the king with his 
retinue is [virtually] mentioned — so it is here. [The genitive 
•is in the sense of the objective] also because of its consistency 
with the Veda. The text “ From whom these creatures are 
pfftcluced...llim inquire into — lie is Brahma” manifestly set 
forth Brahma as tho object of tho inquisitiveness. Tho Sutra 
[only] follows tho same sense by taking the genitive in the 
objective senso. Therefore “ Brakmanas” is genitivo in the 
objective sCnse. 

Inquisitiveness jneans desire of knowledge. Knowledge up 
to comprehension is tho object of the desire expressed by the 
desiderativo affix nan, becauso it is the end of the desire. Brah- 
ma i5 a desirable object of comprehension by approved know- 
ledge. Tho comprehension of Brahma is indeed the object of 
*tlie spul— ^because it destroys endless evils such as Ignorance, the 
seed of the world. Therefore Brahma is to be inquired into. 

Now again, is that Brahma manifest pr non-manifest ? If mani- 
fest, it does not require to bo inquired into. If non-manifest, 
it cannot bo inquired into. To this objection it is answered: 
Manifest is Brahma, eternal,* pure, intelligent, free-natured, 
knowing, endowed with all power. For the word BraHina has # 



etymologically the sonso of eternity, purity, &c., bdoaiue it fol- 
lows the sense of the verb brih. The j»xifttence % of Brahma is 
also manifest became of its being tho spirit or self of all. Every 
0110 indeed believes in the existence of the spjrit or selif and not 
that “1 am not.” If the existence of the spirit were not mani- 
fest, every one would believe (or say) “ I am pot.” Nqw* tho 
spirit is Brahma. * • » 

But if Brahma is manifest in tho world as spirit, then tho 
objection recurs, that it is already known, and does not require 
to be inquired into. Not so. For there is a conflict of opinions as 
to its special nature. Men, destitute of the Sastra, and the 
Lokayatikas [a sect of Buddhists J believe the soul to he nothing 
more than the body [or physical organization J widowed with 
sentience. Others say, the organs bring sentieift are themselvesTliir 
soul. Others again, the Mind. Some say, it is only a momentary 
notion. Others, the Vacuum. Others again maintain, there is, be- 
sides the body and its members, a fleeter both agent and patient. 
Some, that it is only patient, not agent. Some say, it is, be- 
sides that, (rod, all knowing and all powerful. Others agam 
maintain, that He is the spirit of the patient. Thus are there 
many diverse opinions resting on reason and sastrio texts, and 
the semblance of both. Under theso circumstances one that 
may, without consideration, take up any of these notions may 
be barred from (denial emancipation, and nv\y*como to evil. 
Therefore, by setting forth Bralmia-inquisitiveuess, the settle- 
ment; of the Vedanta texts, aided by arguments not hostile to 
them, is undertaken as the requisite of (denial Emancipation. 

It has been said Brahma is to he inquired into. Now what 
is the definition of Brahma? To this the illustrious iJUtho* of 
the Sutra says : 

2 . Fno.u whom THIS PHODI CTION' &0. OK THIS. 

Janma or production is tin? first of the series [indicated by the 
&e.] °ltis thus an inclusive l^ihuvrihi compound, expressing the 
%‘iti oil (of that series;. The eoifipound implies Production/ 
Continuance and Dissolution. The priority of Production do- 
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pends on«Veflic statement as well as on the (necessary) condition 
of a substance/ Th£ ^edio statement is to this effect, l^cause^ 
we see the (serial) order ofe Production^, Continuance and 
Dissolution in the^ text “From* whom these creatures are 

• m • 

produced &c.”* The (very) condition of a substance ifnplies 
the &ipie, because of the incidence of continuance and dissolution 
to a subject wliioh by production has obtained entity. “ Asya” 
(of this,) has reference by the force of the [demonstrative] 
ictam to the subject presented just before us by Perception &c. 
The genitive implies the subject of the attributes of which 
Production is the,first in the series. “ Yatas ” (from whom) 
refers to the cause. 

The purport? of the expressions is this : that all knowing and 
"Hall powerful Cause from which come the Production, Continuance, 
and dissolution of this Universe, modified by name and form, 
containing many agents and patients, the repository of actions 
c and effects, having mutually adapted spaces, times, and causes, 
and the form of whose arrangement cannot be conceived even by 
the mind, isBrahmji. Production, Continuance and Destruction 
are (only) mentioned here, because the other changes of state in 
entitios are included in those three. If (the six states) Pro- 
duction, Being, &c. mentioned by Y&ska were here received, 
then one might suspect that since those states were only pos- 
sible' during the continuance of the Universe, the Production, 
Continuance and Destruction of the Universe were not held as 
from the (First or) original cause. Therefore to preclude such 
suspicion, the tliree (above-mentioned) are only received i. e. 
c the Production which is from Brahma, and the Continuance and 
Dissolution which are in the same. Nor can the Production 1 
&o. of the Universe, qualified as above, proceed from any other 
(cause) whether it be unsentient Piwdhana, or Atoms, or non- 
entity, or a fleeting agent, pave and except a God qualified as 
above. Nor yet of itself, for here peculiar spaces, times* and 
causes, are wanted. - 


* Taittiriya, 132. 
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Bift [some] asserters of a Divine cause think thattirisis a mere 
logicaHnference to establish the existence of a Gkod other thau 
a fleeting one. Is^that (*. e. Injprence) set up here too in the 
Sutra “ Prom whom the Reduction &o. ?” By ifb mean*. 
For the object of the Sutras is to weave a wreath of Vedanta 
texts. The Vedanta texts, illustrated by the Sutras, ore in rea- 
lity discussed here. Tlie.knowledge $f Brahma is consummated 
by the purport of the meaning of texts after discussion : it is 
not consummated by Inference or any other instrument bt 
accurate knowledge. But though the Vedanta texts are the 
authoritative setters forth of the cause of the Universe’s pro- 
duction &o. — for the greater confirmation of their senso neither 
is Inference, when unopposed as a proof, to Vedanta texts, ex- 
cluded. For tiie Veda itself allows argumentation.* ThifiF"* 
[the Spirit] “ is to be heard of, cogitated, &c.” “ The instructed 
and intelligent may get into CfandMra, so hefe the person who 
has an instructor gets knowledge.”! Thus the Veda itself 
shows the help which human intelligence imparts to Scripture. 

The Vedas &o. are not sole'proof in tho inquiry into Brahma, 
as is the case in the inquiry into Duty. But here Veda &c. and 
also personal comprehension &c. are, as far as they are adequate, — 
proofs. For the knowledge of Brahma is perfected by personal 
comprehension, and because its object is an existing substance. In 
things to be done, no intellectual comprehension is necessary ; 
hence the Scriptures &c. are alone proof. Also because things 

to be done depend on personal acts or wills for their completion. 

• 

* The Edition of Ananda Chandra Vedantavagisa adds the word ^ P^iMT 
“ as an auxiliary." 

f Chhandofya, p. 459. The story to which this text alluddl, is*th|t 
of a person who was blind-folded and abducted by robbers from his 
native countr; , Gandhara, and # left helpless in the woods, suffering from 
hunger and thirst, and every moment in danger of being devoured by wild 
beasts* His eyes were at last opened by a lfind-hearted traveller, conversant 
with the geography of the place, wBo showed him the way to his country^ 
S^fSre the Jearned instructor enlightens those who are lost in the wilderness 
o# the world on the true way to eternal Emancipation. 
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Vedic wcdl as worldly acts may be clone, or not done, or 
done contrariwise (byt their agents). As one may go by # horse^ 
or by foot, or another way, or noj go at all. So, “ In the sacrifice 
ATirStra Bte is to receive the vessel f shotlasi.”^— ' “ In the sacrifice 
Atiratra [under dilferent circumstances] he is not to receive 
the wessel shodasi.” “ He is to make a burnt-offering at sun- 
riso. ,, “He is to mate a bumt-<jffering before sunrise. ,, 
Thus injunctions and prohibitions, as well as alternate precepts, 
general and special behests, may all be accomplished. 

But a substance cannot alternately be thus and not thus — 
cannot [optionally] be or not be. Alternations are dependent 
on the notions of men, but tho knowledge of a substance just 
as it in realky is, i. e. true knowledge, is not dependent on 
personal notions.* • What then P it depends only on the sub- 
stance itself. To say of one and the same post that it is 
[either] a post or U man, or something else, is not true know- 
1 ledge. That it is a man or something else is a false notion. 
That it is a post, is alone the truth — because it is dependent on 
the substance itself. Thus the determination of an existing 
substance is dependent on the substance itself. Such being the 
case, the knowledge of Brahma too is dependent on the sub- 
stance itself — because it rolates to an oxisting substance. 

But thfln if Brahma be an existing substance, is he not an object 
ol* other prooft, pnd thus the discussion of Vedanta texts is 
become futile P By no means. Brahma not being an object of 
sense, there can bo no connection with other proofs [for the other 
probfs hate perception for their basis.] The senses have naturally 
externals for their objects. They cannot have Brahma for their 
object. cHad Brahma been an object of sense, it anight have • 
been* held that this work (the universe) was done by Brahma. 
But where the work alone [and not [ts author] is receivable by 
the senses, it is not possible to determine whether the work was 


* Sankaracharya appears here to combat the same doctrine which Plato 
‘ascribed to 'Protagoras, and contended against in Theaetctus i. a. ,&>. 

O 

^prffJAXTWV fllrpov avOpUiTTOV CU'CU. 



done By Brahma, or some other agent. Therefor^ the Sutra 
“ From^whom the Production &o.” is not fpr set^ng up Infer- 
ence. — What then? it is for the illustration of Vedanta tpxts* 
But what are the Vedanta texts whioh are here designed to be 
illustrfried by the Sutra? “ Blirigu V&rfini resorted to his 
father Varuna. Teach me, Sir, Brahma”* — thus introducing 
the question the Veda concludes “ IJrom whom, these entities 
ore produced, by whom the productions subsist, in whom depart- 
ing they ore resolved, enquire of Him — He is Brahma.” A^d 
the specifications of that text, “ From Joy indeed these entities 
are produced, by Joy the productions subsist, in Joy departing 
they are resolved. ”+ And other texts are also to bo illustrated 
of the same kind relating to the cause, which is yerily eternal, 
pure, intelligent, free, and all knowing. .By showing that. 
Brahma is the cause of the Universe, it is demonstrated that 
He is all knowing. Now confirming the snma, ho adds : 

3. Because it is the cause of the S Astra, [or] recause 
the Sastra, is its [manifesting] cause. 

Brahma is the cause of the great Sastra, the Rig Veda £»., 
supported by numerous [subsidiary] systems of science, bringing 
to light, like a lamp, all objects, and being as it were all know- 
ing. Indeed of such a Sastra, defined as the Rig Veda &o., 
endowed with the quality of all knowledge, the production can- 
not be from any other than the Omnisciont. Whatever s&stra 
containing prolixity proceeds from any particular individual, as 
grammar &c. from Panini &e., even though its significance is but 
partial (or little), yet that individual is in the world held to be 
more knowing than his work. What shall I say then of 
• the supreme omniscience and omnipotence of that Great Being, • 
from which Great Being, as the cause, proceeded without* effott, 
and as a mere sport, after the manner of the human breath, 
that mine of all knowledge called Rig Veda &c., diversified by 
maify varieties of sakhas, and the so&rco of the classification into 
jpNia and dsrama of gods, animals and men ? As it is saitL 
Taittiriya, 123. t Ibid, 128. 



in the^eda„“ this liig Veda was breathed out* of this TJreat 
Being.”* Or £as another way of expounding the Sutra] the 
S&stva, Big Veda &e., such as has been described here, is the 
cause or %proof of the accurate essential knowledge of this 
Brahma. The purport Is, that Brahma is known as the cause 
of tjLO production &c. of the Universe from the authority of 
Sastra* only. The text that Sastrg, was cited in the preced- 
ing sutra, “From whom these creatures are produced &c.” 
Bait what is the use then of this sutra, since in the preceding 
sutra by citing the same kind of Sastra, it was shown that 
Sastra was the causo of the true knowledge of Brahma P An- 
swer : there the Sastra not having been clearly mentioned in 
the wording o£ the Sutra, it might have been suspected that the 
production &c. of the Universe was mentioned only as a matter 
of Inference. To obviate that suspicion, this sutra was given — 
“ Because the Sastra is the cause or authority.” 

But how again can Brahma have the Sastra for its authority P 
Since by tho saying, “ the Veda, having works as their purport, 
whatever has not tho same purport is futilo”+ it is shown that 
the purport of tho Sastra is works, lienee the futility of the 
Vedanta, from its not having works as tho object. It must either 
be connected [as a supplement] with the [previous Sastra, con- 
taining] injunctions to works, by having for its object the mani- 
festation of the agent gods &o., or its purport must be to set up 
devotion &c. as another species of works. But there can be no 
[Sastric] declaration of a manifest substance, because a manifest 
substanco is an object of perception, &o. And because in such de- 
claration, being destitute of anything to be avoided or sought after, 
ther^ canj>e no human object [or Good]{ to be attained. Where- 
fofe that texts such as “ he wept ” may not become objectless, 
their purport has (by Jaimiui the author of the Mimansa) been 
declared to be hortatory, by the Sutra, “ Let precepts be under- 
stood to be hortatory from their ^consistency with an injunc- 
4don.”§ That works are by <the declaration of their instrument 
* Brihad Aranyaka, 455. f Mimansa, I. 2, 1. J § Mimansa, I. 2, 7. u 

i • 



and appliances also involved in Mantras, such as “ jphetwa,” 
fcas beg* stated (by the same author). # Nowhere among the 
texts of the Vedanta is significance found or concluded except id 
connection with injunctions. ®Nor can there be any injunction 
in the Inatter of the essence of an evideift subject, because in- 
junctions involve objects of actions. Therefore the Vedanta 
texts are supplementary, injunction^ to works by the mani- 
festation of the essence of the agent gods and others required 
in actions. But perhaps you would not confess this for fear 
of introducing (theories) foreign to your purposo. Still you 
must acknowledge its having, as objects, devotion &c. authorized 
by your own texts. Hence there is no Sasfra-n \ anifestability 
of Brahma. Thus having been objected, it is answered : 

4. But it is — by construction [of <tiie Vedas], 

The particle “ tu ” (but) is lor repelling the previous # objec- 
tions. It, Brahma, is known from the Vedanta Sastra to be the 
omniscient and omnipotent cause of the production, continuance < 
and dissolution of the Universe, llow Y By construction. In 
all the Vedantas, the texts are governed by the general purport 
as the setter forth of the meaning. “ 0 gentle pupil, this was 
originally an entity, one only, without a second.”* “ This was 
originally only one spirit.” “ This Spirit, which is all intelligent, 
is that Brahma, which is without an antecedent (cause)* without a 
consequent (effect), without anything inherent or ^similar), with- 
out an external (second) .”f “ This before us is the immortal Brah- 
ma itself. ”+ It is not reasonable to fabricate any other meaning 
of the words in these texts, when by construction their pufport 
is understood to bo the settlement of the esseneo of Brahma — 
for in that case, violence would be done to the Veda, aijfi a fybri- * 
cation would be introduced, which is not Vedic. Nor cfcn the 
purport of those texts be. held conclusively to be the settlement 
of the essence of the agent gods, &c. [with a view to works], 
because of texts like the following which preclude acts, agents, and 
jfV^aits, vis . “ Then who is to see, whom, and by what (organ) P”§ 

• * Chhandogva, 387. t Brihad Aranyaka, 257, 602. J Chhandogya, 387. 

§ Brih ud Aranyaka, 471. 
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Nor c is there the objectiveness of perception &c. even In the 
essence of thg manifest substance, because the identity of 
Brajima with the Spirit or self could not be comprehended 
except b)i the Sastra “Thou art the same.** As to what has 
been said on the futility of instruction where there is nothing 
to be shunned or sought, this is no fault — because the soul’s 
object can be Attained fjom the cessation of all pain by the 
comprehension of Brahma’s identity with the Spirit or sel£ 
T^ithout anything to be shunned or sought. In the setting 
forth of gods, &c., there is no absurdity even on the acknow- 
ledgement of our declared sense of devotion, but it does not 
follow that the "Vedanta texts have for their purport injunctions 
of devotion ip Brahma, because the notion of duality, such as 
act and agent is done away with by destitution of anything to 
be shunned or sought in the state of Unity. There cannot be 
a revival of tho .notion of duality already destroyed by the 
notion of the unity of Brahma, so that a Brahma may be set 
forth as related to injunctions of devotion. Although on other 
subjects no authoritativeness of Yedio texts is soen exoept in 
relation to injunctions, yet, up to the fruition of spiritual know- 
ledge, the authoritativeness of the sastra, relating to. it, cannot 
be gainsaid. Nor is the authoritativeness of the sastra [here] 
a matter 4 of Inference, so that it might require an example 
observed elsewhere. Therefore the provableness of Brahma 
from the Sastra is demonstrated. 

Ilere some others object, “ Although Brahma may be prov- 
able from tlio Sastra still He is manifested by the Sastra only 
as the object of the enjoined devotion. As the consecrated stake, 
the consecrated fire, and other things popularly unknown, are j 
manifested by the Sastra, having enjoined observances as their 
purport, so also here. Whence is this P Because the S&stras 
have persuasion or dissuasion for their object — as those learned 
in the purport of the S&stra have said. “ Its purport is evi- 
dent — the comprehension of works or duty.” “Exhortation — 
this means a text persuasive of acts.” “Its information i? 
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Instruction.”* “ Having used the words contained in® them 
in® the sqpse of having works for their pijrpdrt.”f* “ The Veda 
having works as theii^ purport, whatever has not the same pur- 
port, is futile.” J Therefore persuading the soul to som# special* 
object and dissuading it from sonfb (otlier) "special object, the 
Sastra has its purport. Other [parts of the Sastra whioh do 
not obviously inculcate works,] are alsotsubservient to the same 
purport. The ’Vedanta texts too, having the general charac- 
teristic of the Sastra, must have their purport in tho same way. # 
[The Vedanta, thus,] having injunctions as its end, it is only 
consistent to say that as the performance of burqt offerings and 
other ceremonies is enjoined on those who aro desirous of Heaven 
and other (sensuous enjoyments), so is tho knowledge of Brahma 
enjoined on those who are desirous of immortality. 

But then a distinction in the objects of inquiry has boon .de- 
clared here. Thus in the chapter on works the future (morit of) 
duty is tho object of inquiry. But hero tho existing and always 
perfect Brahma is the object of Inquiry. Knnno it is reasonable to 
distinguish the fruit or effect of tho knowledge of Brahma from tlieT 
fruit (or effect) of the knowledge of duty which is dependent on 
(subsequent) observance. But (we tho Mim&nsakas say) it is not 
reasonable (to make such a distinction) because Brahma is sot 
forth as connected with injunctions to certain works. Thifs “ Oh, 
the spirit is to be observed.”§ “ Ho who is the >%)irit, destitute 
of blemish, is to be sought, is to be inquired into.”|| “ He is the 
spirit — thus should one serve Him.” “ Let one serve the Spirit, 
which is knowledge. “ The knower of Brahma becomes Brahifla 
itself.”* Such being the precepts, in anticipation of the question, 

** Who is thaffSpirit, Brahma ?” all the Vedanta texts aro bent on 
the setting forth of His essence to the following effect : “ Eter- 
nal, all knowing, all pervading, always full, always pure, intelli- 

* Mimansa Darsana, p. 7. § Brihad Ar. 025. 

t Ibid, p. 34. || Chhandogya, 571. 

J*lbid, p. ^T # Brihad Ar. 249. 

Mundaka, 323. 
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gent, gncl free natured, is the Intelligence and Joy Brahma.” 
From devotion to him proceeds the fruit, (even) Emancipation, 
invisible [indeed to the woifyl but] visibly (or manifest) in the 
Sastra.* Without involving injunctions to bo executed, in the 
more indication of a substaflee like one’s declaring “ tile earth is 
SGven-continented,” or “ That king is marching,” there could be 
no significance in Vedanta texts because of the absence of any- 
thing to be avoided or pursued. But [may it not be said ?] that 
1 even in the indication of a mere substance, such as “ this is a 
rope, not a snake,” there is significance in the dissipation of 
fright caused by a mistako. So here also by the indication of the 
unfleeting substance, Brahma, significance is manifest in the dis- 
sipation of the fright caused by mistaking it for a fleeting sub- 
stance. There might bo such significance if the mistake for a 
fleecing substance were [really] to ceaso on the more hearing of 
the essence of Brahma, like the mistake about the serpent, on 
the mere hearing of the essence of tho rope. But it does not so 
cease, because we see in him, who has heard of Brahma, the 
**' same fleeting characteristic of pleasure and pain as before. And 
in the text “ to be heard, to bo cogitated, to be reflected on,” 
we seo that after hearing, there must still be cogitation and 
reflection. Therefore Brahma is to bo received as proved by 
the SaStra only as the object of the enjoined devotion. 

[To tho ptejeding objections, the Vedanti] roplies, Not so, be- 
cause there is a distinction between tho fruits (or effect) of the 
knowledge of works and of Brahma. Works by (organs of) the 
bbdy, by words, by mental (operations), called Duty, are mani- 
fested by the Sruti and the Smriti, inquisitiveness after which 
ig, directed in (Jaimini’s) Sutra, “ Then therefore r Duty-inquisi- 
4 tiveness.” Sin, also, such as Injury &c. is to be inquired after 
for tho purpose of renouncement, because it is defined in prohi- 
bitory exhortations. Tho fruits (or effects of these two) Duty and 
Sin, good and evil, defined by exhortations, are well understood 
from Brahmci down to a tree, as visible pleasure and pain, enjoyed 
(or endfired) only by body, speech and mind, as tfio result of 
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the connection of objects with organs. In embodied porsqps, com- 
yenni n g with men and up to Brahmd, ther# is laid down a diver- 
sity in pleasure. TJience conies ^>r is inferred) a diversity in«(tkd 
merit of) Duty as its cause. From a diversity in (tho^nerit of) 
Duty, ‘proceeds a diversity in 'the claimants. Diversity in 
claimants, caused by [a diversity in] pursuits, abilities &o., is yell 
known. Thus the departure of the performers of sacrifices- and 
other ceremonies is alono by the northern route, because of distin-^ 
guished learning and meditation. The departure (of others, 
noted) only for the (virtuous) exercises of ix/ita, pur hi, and dattd* 
is by the southern route in the order of smoke, &c. Even there 
(again) a diversity in pleasure (or enjoyment), and a diversity in 
its cause, are deducible from tlio Sastra : “ Having remained 
during the term of the merit. ”f So also from men downwards 
to the denizens of hell, and to trees, the quantum of pleasure 
(or enjoyment) is obtained only by the performance of duty 
as defined by exhortation. Hence wo find it of various terms in 
duration. So likewise by observing diversity in the sufferings 
of embodied souls, whether ascended to upper regions or de- 
scended to lower regions, we deduce a diversity in their cause, 
i. e. Sin, as defined in prohibitory exhortations, and also in its per- 
petrators. Thus the diversity of pleasures and pains, proceeding 
from embodiment on the part of those possessed of faults, such 
as Ignorance, caused by diversities of Merit and Demerit, aro 
ovident from the Sruti and Smriti, as well as (logical) Inference, 

* Ish^a implies personal devotion and piety in religious acts and hospitality. 
Purta implies works for the benefit of the public. Datta implies acts of pri- 
vate charity and kindness, as in the following lines quoted by (iovindanamla : 

^ifcTO ii 

ii 

vn*r u 

t Chhumlog.) a, 311. 



to be transient, and have the form of fleetingness. Thus the text, 

“ of an embodied entity there is in sooth no termination of pleasurp 
SxlA pain,” confirms the fleetingness as described. From the text 
“fleasurfc and pain do not touch tile entity which has no body,”* 
which denies the touofi. of pleasure and pain, we find 'that it 
denies, with reference to the unembodied entity, called Emanci- 
pated, that it is the effect pf Duty defined by exhortation. For 
^n the case of an effect of Duty, a denial of the touch of Pleasure 
amd Pain would not hold good. If it be said that unembodied- 
ness itself is the effect of Duty, [we reply] Not so, because it is 
self-existing, as it appears from texts like the following, “Knowing 
the great lord to'bo constantly existing as unembodied spirit in 
many transient bodies, the wiso do not griove.”f “ This soul is 
indeed without the* vital air, without mind, pure, unattached. 

Therefore it is established that the eternal unembodiedness, 
oallod Emancipation, is distinct from the effects of observances. 
But there may bo in it somctliing which is constant in an altered 
form [and therefore the result of action] ? For when a thing is 
changed, the idea that it is the same is not precluded, as the 
earth and other elements (in the category) of those who declare 
the eternity of the Univorse, and as the Gtnias in the case of the 
S&nkhyas. [No, for] this is a real entity, eternally uniform, 

[i. c. immutable], all pervading like akasa§ not subject to any 
• 

* Chhandogya, €00, G01. 
f Ka^lia 107. 

$ Mundaka, 287. 

§ s SjT9T s fW I have represented this by its common synonyme " akasa” which 
knovm. I think it is not transintahVo in n ostenian^n^o, nn- 
• iW' \nfcno” oilino^t\ns. oihox," Vj 

vades all cavities even ou tlie surface of the earth, where “ ether” can have n< 
existence. There is akasa in our cups and pots, even within our bodies, whicl 
aw surety not eMewa/. The itfea conveyed by dkdsa appears to be the same 
is that which “ inane” conveys in Lucretius : 

“ Nec tamen undique corporeft stipata tenentur 
Omnia naturft. ; namque est in rebus Inane, 



mutations, eternally full, without members and self-Juminous. 
JWher^n Merit and demerit with (their corresponding) works, and 
the three times ht^vo no dwelling place, that is unembodiedness 
called Emancipation. Thus tlfe texts “ Different from merit, differ- 
ent frbm domerit, different froih this efibct and cause, different 
from the past and the future.”* Therefore it is Brahma alone^after 
which this inquisitiveness is undertaken. If it were instructed a s 
a means having a duty for its end, and if emancipation proceeded 
from such duty as its effect, then that emancipation woqjflbo non- 
eternal (or transient). And if such wore tho case, it might bo 
held that emancipation was only something which excelled 
in a certain degree the numerous (other) transient fruits of 
works already described as existing in diverse jneasuros. But 
Emancipation is, by all assortors of Emancipation, hold to bo 
eternal. Therefore the instruction of Brahma as a means^ having 
duty for its end is not fitting. • 

Further, texts like tho following, showing that Emancipation* 
immediately succeeds the knowledge of Brahma, exclude any 
other intervening work : viz. “ lie who knows Brahma, bcdWnes 
Brahma himself.” “ His works too ceaso oil that cause and 
effect being observed.”! “ Comprehending tho joy of Brah- 
ma he fears no one.”! “ 0 Janaka, thou hast attained fear- 

Quod tibi cognosse in multi* erit utile rebus 

Nec sinct crrantem dubiiarc et quaerero semper 

Desumma rerum, ct nostris diffidere dictis : 

Quapropter locus est intactus, Inane, varansquo.” T. 330-835. 

It is remarkablo that one of the synonymcs of dkdsa is or And 

Sankaracharya gives a definition of akusa (in bis commentary^ on the Taittiri- 
ya Upanish^d p. 67) which singularly corresponds to the theory Lug*etius*. 

" Esse in rebus inane tamen fateare necessc est.” 

#*###** 

“ Transit enim fulmen coeli per saepta domorum, 

Clamor ut ac voces.” 

Sankaracharya says : 

**Ka$ha, 101. t Muudak. 302. J Tait. 110. 
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lessness.”? “ Then only he knew himself saying, “I am Brahma,” 
H thonco he became tile 1ptal.”t “ Therein what delusiqji (cane 
thereto) P — what grief? to him who beholds b\it unity Again 
thdtext, “The Rislii Vamadeva beliolding this, declared, I have 
become Manu, the sun too,”§ nfay bo cited to exclude any other 
dutyantervening between the beholding of Brahma and becoming 
the total just as (when you say) “ stopping he sings,” no other 
■york is understood to - intervene between the stopping and the 
sirfging. *Texts liko tho following again, show that the 
effect of tho knowledge of Spirit is only tho cessation of the 
obstacle to Emancipation : viz. “ Thou art our father who crosses 
us over the extreme shore of Ignorance. ”|| " I have heard 

from persons like yourself that the spirit-knower gets over grief. 
But, 0 Lord, I am grieving, let my Lord cross me over from 
the shoro of grief.” “ The illustrious Sanatkumara shows him, 
whose sins had been blotted out, the shore [or terminus] of 
c darkness. ”11 

And there is the Nyaya sutra, composed by the Achdrya (Q-o- 
tamtt), “ By the successive destructions, [commencing from tho 
last] of Pain, Birth, Effort, Fault, and False knowledge, and tho 
destruction of each immediately following the other, comes 
Emancipation.”* Tho destruction of False knowledge pro- 
ceeds front the knowledge of the identity of Brahma with 
the Soul. Norls^tho knowledge of tho identity of Brahma 
with the soul after the figure of a community of quality 
[which involves false identification] ; thus, “ The mind is endless 
(in itS conceptions) ; the Yiswe-devas are endless, hence he ac- 
quires tho qpdless world. ”f Neither is it after the figure of 

* Brihad Ar. 702. 

t Brihad, 198. In the sense ot to irav or to 6Xov 

t Isa, 14. 

§ Brihad Ar. 216. 

|| Prasna, 256.® 

It Chhandogya, 475, 476, and 527. 

* Nyaya Sutra, I. 2. 

t Brihad Ar. 642. 
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Imputation, as “ Lot one meditate, the Mind is Brahma,” and 
tho instruction, Aditya is Brahma” — whore t]jo sight of Brah- 
ma is imputed to Mind, Aditya and others. Nor is it g, con- 
templation occasioned by any special act, liko, “ th<*air is Jbhe 
Absorbent, the Prana (tho vital «air) is tRe Absorbent.” * Noither 
is it after tho figuro of tho purification of the members of an 
object as [in certain sacrifices] tho geremony *of belioldfiig tho 
butter. If the knowledge of tho identity of Brahma with tho 
soul were taken in the figuraiivo senses of community &e., tfee^ 
violence would be done to tho construction of words having for 
their purport the manifestation of tho substantial identity of 
Brahma with tho soul in texts like tho following : “ Thou art 

the same.” “ I am Brahma.”f “ This spirit (qr soul) is Brah- 
ma.” And texts like the following seif lug. fort h tho effects of 
the cessation of Ignorance would also be excluded : “ The joint 
of ’the heart is pierced, all doubts dissipated. V+ Nor coivld toxts 
like the following, teaching the identification, be consistently^ 
expounded on tho admission of the figures of community &c.§ 

“ Ho who knows Brahma becomes Brahma.” The knowlodgo 
of tho identity of Brahma with the soul is not therefore after 
the figures of community of quality &o. Therefore the science 
of Brahma is not dependent on personal acts. What then ¥ 
Like tho knowledge of a substance, the object of Perception and 
other proofs, it is dependent on the substanco* itself. By no 
sort of reason is it possible to fabricate tho introduction of ob- 
. jectivity into such Brahma or into his knowledge. Nor can objec- 
tivity be introduced into Brahma as tho object of thetact of 
knowing— for the objective of the act of knowing is excluded 
by tho tc^fcs, “ It is different from the known, yet transcending 

* Chhandogya, 245. 

t lirihad, 217. • 

$ M umiak, 302. 

The Asiatic Society’s edition has here % most dangerous mistake, against ■ 
which the reader must be warn eel : it has # 
instead <*' 



the unknown.”* “ By whom one knows .all this, by what can one 
know # • 

*Th$ objective of the ac£ of devotion is also excluded thus : 
after introducing the non-obj ecti\*eness of Brahma by the 
words : u He was n<ft Manifested by speech by whom speech 
is manifested,” it is added, “ Know thus, He is Brahma, not 
this wffom the world worships.”} If you say that on Brahma’s 
unobjectiveness being established, the Sastra “ Because the 
j^aetra is its manifesting cause,” becomes inconsistent, (I 
reply) Not so, because the Sastra has for its object the cessation 
of distinctions fabricated by Ignorance. The Sastra does not 
intend pointedly § "to manifest Brahma as an object. What 
then ? Manifesting him as the animating soul unobjectively, it 
destroys the distinctions of knowable, knower, and knowledge, 
fabricated by Ignorance. Thus says the Sastra : “ It is known 
of him by whom it is not known [consciously on the part of the 
.subject knower]. He does not know by whom [in conceit] it 
is known.” “ It is not known to the knowers — it is known to 
tho w dnknowers.”|| “ You cannot see the seer of the sight — you 
cannot hear the hearer of tlio hoaring — you cannot know the 
knower of the knowing. ”1f Therefore by the stoppage of the 
fleetingness, fabricated by Ignorance, through the manifestation 
of the etoraally freo spiritual essence, there is in Emancipation 
no fault of transiency. It may indeed bo reasonable to say, on 
tho part of him with whom it is held as a product, emancipation 
requires some act, whether mental, oral or bodily. So also on the 
supposition of its being a modification. On these two supposi- 
tions thero would surely be transiency in Emancipation — for nei- 
ther (jurds &c. which are modifications [of milk &C.]*, nor pots 

* Kena, 39, 40. 
t Brihad, 472. 

X Kena, 43. 

§ / 

|| Kena 50, 51, c 
If Brihad, 579. 
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&c. ^hich are products [of earth &o.] have ever been foufid to be 
^eternal in the world. 

Nor is there any need of acts on the sSore of attainableness, for 
if Brahma be essentially the seul*s self, there oan be no attainable* 
ness [for nothing has to be attained wlfbr^ there is real identity]. 
Nor even if essentially different, is there any attainableness on 
the part of Brahma, because, being^ all-pervading, Brabftna is 
already eternally attained in essence by every one like Ak&sa. 
Nor again is Emancipation an object of refinement that 
operation may be required. Refinement may be either by the 
accession of some virtue, or the removal of some blemish. But no 
accession of virtue is here possible, for in E Mancipation there 
is the essence of Brahma which admits of no accession or excess. 
Nor can it be by the removal of blemish, for in Emancipation 
there is the essence of Brahma who is eternally pure. 

If you say that Emancipation having its o\^n intrinsic virtue 
obscured, becomes cleared on the refinement of the spirit by means 
of [meritorious] works, like the virtue of brilliance in a mirror on 
being rofined by rubbing (or brushing) — [To this wo reply] No t 
so — because the spirit is incapable of works. Works cannot 
have their being (or accomplishment) without altering (or modi- 
fying) that in which they inhere. But if the spirit oould be 
altered (or modified) it would be concluded to bo transient. And 
texts like the following would in that case bo dojio violence to, 
viz. : “ This is called unalterable.” Hence is tlftit idea not to be 
countenanced. Therefore the Spirit can have no inherent worjcs. 
And as to works the subject of which is exterior, the spirit cannot 
be refined by them, for it is not objective. But is not the soul 
known to be purified by works inhering in the body, such as battl- 
ing, washing, wearing the sacrificial cord ? No — for it tso^iijt 
received by Ignorance to bo consisting of the body and its mem- 
bers that is purified. Bathing, washing, &o. evidently inhere 
in the body. Therefore it is reasonable to conclude that by 
such body-inhering works sofnothing consisting of the body, buf 
acknowledged through Ignorance to be the spirit, is purified, 
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As by the [restoration of the] organio harmony of functions, 
the result of n^dicalitreatmen t inhering in the body, the effect 
i£ thq recovery of the fancied [soul] consisting of the body, in 
which [soul] is produced the notion, 44 I am* well,” so by works 
like bathing, washing,* add wearing the sacrificial cord, that is 
purified in which is produced the notion, “ I am pure, I am re- 
fined’^— and that [soul] consists of the body. By the same no- 
tionist, the cause of Ego, the purport of tlie expression Ego, are all 
^rgrks accomplished — and the same has the fruition of their effects. 
As it is said in the Yeda, [Mantravama] “Of the two, one en- 
joys the taste of fruits, the other, abstinent, only looks around.’’* 
Also, “ the learned have said, the enjoyer is the one connected with 
the body, organs, and the mind.” Again, 44 One is God, latent in 
all beings, all pervading, the inward spirit of all beings, the over- 
seer of acts, dwelling in all beings, the witness, the intelligent, the 
sole, and destitute pf qualities. ”f And 44 He pervaded all space, 
brilliant, unbodied, unwounded, without muscles, pure and un- 
affected by sin.”J These (last) two mantras also show Brahma’s 
incapableness of accession or excess, and His eternal purity. And 
the state of Brahma is Emancipation. Therefore neither is 
Emancipation an object of refinement. And no one can show any 
other door for tho admission (of the idea) of an act in Emanci- 
pation. Therefore excepting knowledge only, not even a smell 
of acts oan be here inferred. 

But is not kndwledge itself a mental act P No — for there is a 
distinction. For an aot is that which is laid down independent 
of tl^p essence of a substance, and it is dependent on the mental 
operation of an individual. As in texts like the following : 

. 44 Let [the priest] meditate when about to say rashat (or make 
the qffermg) on the god for whom the butter has been re- 
ceived.” 44 Let the sacrifider mentally meditate on Sandhya.” 
Meditation is thinking, and though a mental act, yet it can be 
done, or not done, or don§ contrariwise, by a person, because 

W * §wetaa\vatara, page 337. 1 t Swetaawatara, page 365. 

{ Isa, page 14. 
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it isffependent on the person himself. But knowled^jS is the 
consequence of proof, and proof has for its object a substance 
just as it is. Knowledge therefore *is incapable [so far # as it 
may be called an act] of being clone, or not done, or done con- 
trariwise. It is dependent only* on th^ substance itself. It 
is not dependent on exhortation nor on any person. There- 
fore though knowledge is a mental function* there is a*jgreat 
distinction in it. Again, in the text “ The male, 0 Gautama, 
is the fire, &o.”* the notion of fire in the male and female 
(doubtless) a mental function — but, being caused by an ex- 
hortation, it is only an act, and is dependent on the person [who 
from reverence for the text fancies so]. But* that whioli is a 
notion of fire, in veritable fire itself, is not dependent on an ex- 
hortation, nor is it dependent on [any] individual. What 
then ? It is dependent on the substance which is an object of 
Perception. Hence it is knowledge not an apt. The same is 
to be understood in respect of (all other) substances of whatever 
proof be they the objects. Such being the case, knowledge 
which has for its object the veritable spirit Brahma, is*iot 
dependent on an exhortation. Therefore, since there is no ob- 
jective substance to be avoided or sought, the potential, im- 
perative, and other verbal moods and affixes found in texts 
regarding it, having no object of exhortation, become ijueffeotive 
like the sharp blade of a razor applied to stones# What then 
is the intention of texts like the following which have the ap- 
pearance of the imperative ; e. g. “ The spirit is to be observed, 
heard, &o. f” We say their intention is to divert (men) from 
objeots for which there is a natural tendency. The individual 
who inclines to outward objects, wishing his own welfaro and 
deprecating evil, but does not thereby obtain the supreme ■gpoA, 
him, being in quest of the supreme good, texts like the follow- 
ing, divert from the pursuit of efforts consisting of natural 
works and instruments, and direct tif the current [of thought] 
which leads to the spirit within himself: “ The spirit is to be % 
* Brill ad Ar., 1049. 
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observed.”* Him, thus directed to the search after Self-Know- 
ledge, instruction is given on spiritual truth, without any object 
to be avoided or pursued in texts like the following : “ All 

this which (you see) this is the spirit.”! ** Where everything 
is only his spirit, thferfc whom tan he see and by what P whom can 
he know, and by what” P$ “ By what can he know the 
knoWer ?”§ “This spirit is Brahma. ”|| If you find that the 
knowledge of the spirit has no duty for its end, or it does, not 
operate to the avoiding or pursuing [after any object]— well, this 
is our ornament, that on our comprehension of tlfe identity of 
Brahma with self, there is a cessation of all duty and the con- 
summation of our work. Thus saith the Veda : “ If the soul 
knows itself to be the self-samo [Brahma,] for what wished-for 
object, for whose desire [of enjoyment], should he afflict his 
body P”1f The Smriti too : “ 0 Bharata ! thus thinking, let one 
be wise and work-consummated.” Therefore Brahma irf* not 
manifested as the object of enjoined devotion. 

As to what some have said, “ that tliero is no section of the 
Veda which deolares a mere substance, without persuasion 
or dissuasion,” or an injunction, and its complements, we 
meet such an assertion with a direct negative. For the soul, 
manifested by the Upanishads, lias no other complement. The 
soul that is manifested in the Upanishads is Brahma — the un- 
fleeting — distinot from the four kinds of things such as pro- 
ducts, &o., self-subsisting, and without any other complement. It 
is impossible to say, “ He is not,” or “ he is not manifested,” 
since He is represented as “ tho Spirit, who is neither this nor 
that” [not anything visible], and since it is impossible to deny 
• the existence of the spirit (or self). But as the gpirit is the v 
object of the expression Ego, is it not inconsistent to say that 
He is manifested only by the Upanishads P No— [not incon- 
sistent], since he is again spoken of as the Witness of that 

$ o 

* Atmd means spirit and also self. The injunction is like yvudi acavrov. 

f Brihad Ar„ 926. ‘ $ Ibid, 929. § Ibid, 473. 

|| Ibid, 602. If Brihad Ar., 882. 
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[expression Ego], The witness, os distinct from the agdnt, tlio 
object of the expression Ego, [the witness who is] fiio soul 
existent in all beings, the same [having no diversity], onej 
eternally uniform, is not manifested in the Chapter oi\ Worl^p, 
or [understood] by any in logical argumentation. He is the 
Spirit of all — therefore no one can deny Him, or turn him into 
an object of injunction — because He is the spirit of the* very 
person that niay gainsay Him. Since lie is the spirit of all, 
He cannot be an object to be avoided or sought. All perisjj^ 
able things, jfl'oduced by modifications, perish up to [/. e. except 
only] the soul. The soul is imperishable, because in Him there 
is no cause of destruction, and He is eternally •uniform because 
in Him there is no cause of change. Hence lie is eternally 
pure and freo-natured. Therefore “ tliero is nothing* superior 
to the soul — that is the extreme, that is the supreme attain- 
ment.”* The text again, “I ask about Him, tlio soul of 
the Upanishads,” proves by tho qualification — “ of the Upani- 
shads” — that the bouI is chiefly manifested in the TJpanisliads. 
To say therefore that there is no portion of the Vndas«£he 
purport of which is an existing substanco [only], is mero 
boldness. ^ 

As to what has been advanced by men learned in tho purport 
of the Sastra, that “ its purport is evidently the exposition of 
works, &c.,” that, having for its object the inquisitiveness after 
Duty, is to be considered as the purport of Ssfstras containing 
injunctions and prohibitions. Again [as toJaimini’s Sutra] 
“ The Yeda having works as- their purport, whatever has net the 
same purport is futilo,” those who understand this by itself 
[in its extreme literality] must hold that all instructions on« 
existing things are futile. But if [by a more liberal intei^eta- 
tion they allow that] with a future object in view, it instructs on 
existing substances without any [immediate] relation to pursua- 
siveor dissuasive injunctions, then what reason is there [for con- 
tending] that it gives no instruction on the existing eternally 
* Katha, 116. 
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uniforA substance ? An existing thing, while being instfticted, 
does not become an ect. If you say that although a thing is 
•not^an act [in itself], yet because of its being an instrument of 
option, its instruction may be with a view to an aotion, — to this 
we do not object. •Thoiigh it may be with a view to an action, 
yet the substance on which instruction is given has the capacity 
Por stoppage of"action [too]. But of an (ordinary) thing, the 
[only] use is its being calculated for an act. Nor does it fol- 
low from this that the substance [once taught] becor0.es un- 
taught [if unused with a view to an act]. [If you retort that] 
granting tho instruction [of a thing capable of use for an ac- 
tion] is valid, what is that to you [who maintain that Brahma 
is of no use for an action] ? Answer. The instruction of the 
spiritual substance too, uncomprehended [before], is to be con- 
sidered effective in the same manner [as that of sacrificial in- 
struments] . By. its comprehension, the cessation takes place at 
once of the false knowledge which is the cause of the fleeting 
world, and that cessation is taken as the use of the instruction, 
— und thus the purport remains good by the instruction of the 
substance, which proves an instrument for tho effect just men- 
tioned. p 

Further, the text “ a Brahmin is not to be put to death,” is 
also taught as a dissuasive. But that is not an act, nor the 
instrument of. an act. If there be futility in all instructions not 
having an act for their purport, then would follow the futility 
of dissuasive instructions, such as “ A Brahmin is not to bo put 
to death.” But this futility is not desired by you. Nor by 
conceiving the existence of a desire of the act, implied by the 
ver£ sense of the verb han, can it be possible to fabricate, for the 
negative particle, the purport of a [contrary] action, not found 
[in the verb at all], besides the abstinence implied in refrain- 
ing from the act of slaughter. This is the natural sense of the 
negative particle, that it Expresses the non-existence of that to 
which it refers. The sense of non-existence too is the cause of 
abstinence. That sense, again, like the fire of burnt-out fuel 
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extinguishes of itself. Therefore in texts like ' “ a Brahmin is 
qot to be put to death,” we hold the sense ef a pi^liibition [in- 
oulcating] abstinence by refraining from tho act signified by # the* 
verb — whioh is different from • vows like that of the Brahma- 
oh&ri [in which is implied an action cont/aty to tho one con- 
nected with the negative]. Therefore [Jaimini’s Sutra above 
oited] is to be considered as laying dqwn the futility oiify of 
such narratives and statements of existing things as are uncon-^ 
nected*with the consummation of any personal objeot (or good)* 
As to what has been said that a mere subject being declared 
without the acknowledgment of an injunction to duty becomes 
futile, like the saying “ the earth is seven-coiitinented,” that 
is refuted by the observation of a use even in sheer declarations 
of substances, as “ this is a rope — this is not a snake.” But 
hAs it not been retorted that unlike tho usefulness of the decla- 
raticlh of the ossence of a rope, there is futility- [in the declara- 
tion of Brahma] because of our evidently finding the [continued] 
fleetingness of Brahma as before, evon after it has been heard ? 
To this we reply — it is impossible to show tho fleetingnesses 
before, of one who has comprehended the iiloniity of Brahma 
with self, for tli|t is opposed to that identity. It cannot be 
pretended that because pain, fear, &c., havo been known to be 
inherent in one that, fancies that the body and its members are 
himself, it follows that the same person on the comprehension 
of self being Brahma, produced by Vedic proof, and the [conse- 
quent] cessation of that fancy, would still bo possessed of the 
same pain, fear, &c., ^jte products of false knowledge. Because 
the pain is known of a rich householder, pluming himself on 
his wealth, Tjhen plundered of that wealth, it does not follow £hat 
the same person, when retired from the world and destitute of 
the conceit of wealth, would still be subject to the pain occa- 
sioned by the plunder of the wealth. Nor again, because the 
pleasure has been known of a man decked with an earring, oaused 
by his pluming himself on that earring, does it follow that the 
person, relieved of liis earring, and destitute of the conceit thereof, 
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has still, the same ploasuro, oaused by being so ornamented. ’ ' Thus 
has it been said in tin# Veda, “ pleasure and pain oannot touch the 
entity which is unembodied.”* Jf you object that unembodiedness 
becomes to the failof a body (bydefotk), not while it is living, I re- 
ply, Not so — because false knowledge is the oause of embodied- 
ness. It is not possible to fabricate the embodiedness of the spirit, 
otherwise than Tby false knowledge, denoted by the fancy that 
^Jthe body is one’s self. We have already said that unembodied 
fiess is eternal, because of its not having any work for its* cause. 
If (again) you say that embodiedness has for its cause the perfor * 
mance of merit and demerit on the part of the spirit, I retort ? 
Not so — because the spirit having no relation with the body, there 
can be no performance of merit and demerit on its part. To say 
that the spirit’s relation with the body is caused by its performance 
of merit or demerit, and, again, that the same merit and demerit 
are caused by the same relation, is to maintain a (vioious) inter- 
dependence, and therefore the fabrication of this eternal series 
is like setting up a troop of blind men (each leading and being 
led’ by the other) — because also of the spirit’s having no possible 
agency in consequence of its having no work for its substratum. 
If you say that the agency [of the spirit fs like that] of 
kings, &o., [which] is known to be effective by mere presence, 
I reply-- Not so. [The analogy does not Jbold] because their 
agency is accomplished by their relation to servants, acquired 
by gifts of money, &c., — but it is impossible to fancy that the 
spirit, by means of the body and its members, [acquired] by acts, 
like* gifts of money, can have anything^aused by the relation 
of master over them. The cause of the relation is evidently false 
conceit* By this argument the [vicarious] merit qf a sacrificer 
biHsRe part of the spirit is disposed of. 

Some again say here “ that the fanoy of the spirit, itself 
different from the body and its members, that the body and the 
members are its own, is attributive, (or metaphorical) notfelse.” 
To tins we reply — No — because known distinctions of substanoes 
* Chhandogya, 600. 
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can alone [optionally] bear the attributive or ohief sense. •WTieie a 
known substantial distinction is implied gsin the ease of [iTesart] 
a peculiar animal* with a body possessed of manes, it takes, 
under the rules of direct and indireo^sigpifioations, one well- 
known*idea of the word “ Lion” as its chief meaning, and an- 
other, equally known as its metaphorical sense, qf a heroic joan, 
possessed of fierceness and*oourage approximating to the qualities 
of a lion. In such a oase the word and idea of a lion, applied hH* 
hero, become a metaphor, but not in the oase of an unknown 
distinction of substances [as when the word and idea of a snake 
are applied to a rope under a mistake of the aotua} difference]. Ll 
the latter case, the application of a word and its idea to another 
[not literally indicated by that word] can only be baused by an 
error, and they are not metaphorical : as under hazy darkness, 
in\he case of an object, not understood in its peculiarities as a post, 
the word and idea of a man have [by the observers mistake] a post 
for their object or as when, suddenly, [and without examina- 
tion] to a pearl-oyster the word and idea of silver are seriously 
applied. In the same manner, how can the unadvised applica- 
tion of the word and idea of Ego to the composition of 
the body and it^dj-unots, caused by indiscrimination* of spirit 
and no-spirit, be called metaphorical ? Such application of 
u Ego” to the body and its adjuncts involves, even on flie part 
of the learned, understanding the distinction between spirit and 
no-spirit, an indiscriminate use of words and ideas, like that of 
a flock of goats and sheep. Therefore the notion of Ego ap- 
plied to the body and^ts adjuncts, on the part of those who 
assert the existence of a spirit different from the body and its 
adjuncts, is false, not metaphorical. Hence from embodtedifcgs^ 
being the prodn'd; of false notion, is established the unem- 
bodiedness of the learned, even while alive. Thus also say the 
texts of the Yeda with reference to the knower of Brahma ; 

* Here there is a dangerous mistake in the’original of the Asiatic Society’s 
Edition. Pot read ^HllHirnwfwwr Ac. 
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<&. “Ms the outer skin of a snake, left on an ant-hill lies 
dead, so this body li^s. But this unembodied immortal life if 
itself Brahma — even light.”* “ With eyes^ but as if without 
eyes, — with ears, but as if withtfut ears, — with speech, but as 
if without speeoh — with mind,* but as if without mind— with 
th& vital air, but as if without vital air.” So also the Smriti, 
declaring the signs of the stable in* wisdom by the words 
hat is speech to the stable in wisdom P” shows the discon- 
nection of the learned from all inclinations. Therefore there 
remains not, as before, fleetingness to him who has comprehended 
Brahma as self. t But who has fleetingness, as before, he has not 
comprehended the identity of Brahma with self. This oannot 
be gainsaid. 0 

As to what has again been said that in consequenoe of fluditig 
oogitation and reflection following the hearing, Brahma n^st 
be the object of an injunction, and that [the signification of the 
texts] does not conclude with the declaration of his Essence ; 
the objection is invalid — because the end of cogitation and re- 
flection is, comprehension. If Brahma, after being compre- 
hended, had been made the end of any other imperative act, 
then there would have been (in him) the ob^etiveness of an 
injunction. But it is not so — for the end of cogitation and re- 
flection l coo, is, like that of hearing, comprehension [itself]. 
Therefore it fs pot congruous to say that Brahma is provable 
from the Sastra as the object of enjoined devotion. Hence it is 
established that by the construction of Yedant texts, Br ahma 's 
Saitra-provableness is absolute. Ancj^such being the case, 
the undertaking of this [Vedanta] Sastra, “ Then therefore 
B^hma-inquisitiveness” is justified. If . the end had been the 
earned devotion, then because of the very under taking , “ Then 
therefore the Duty-inquisitiveness,” a separate Sastra could not 
have been undertaken. It would have^been the un der taking of 
what had already been undertaken, and headed, “ Now° there- 
fore the inquisitiveness, after the supplementary Duty,” like the 
* Bribed Ar., 871. 
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**lfow thereforethe inquisitiveness after the end of 8terifl6ei 
end the foul's good." But the comprehension of the identity^ 
of Brahma with sel£ had not been proposed [in the fom& 
treatise]. Henoe with this end in vipw-y-the undertaking & 
reasonable of a fresh Sastra : “ Then therefore Brahma-inquisi- 
tiveness.” Therefore all injunctions and all othpr proofs jLflrve 
their consummation in this oonviction, *“ I am Brahma." After 
the comprehension of the spirit’s Unity, where nothing is to 
shunned or sought, there can no longer remain (valid) proofs— 
without objects and without (subjective) provers. 

Further, the learned have [well] said, on thejoessation of the 
, attributive and false self,* and the ideas of “ son, body, &o.," 
being excluded on the oonviotion “ I am the very existent 
Brahma," how oan there be any aotion (or observance of duty ?) 
Th^oul’s position as prover (or examiner) is previous to the 
knowledge of the spirit to be inquired after. The prover him- 
self becomes inquired after, [and known] devoid of sin, fault, 
&e. As the notion of self in the body is fabricated for the 
purpose of proof, so this proof itself is popularly used only until 
the ascertainment of the spirit. Here ends the fourth Sutra. 

Thus have we cfeblared that the Vedanta texts, necessary for the 
comprehension of the soul being identical with Brahma, and, by 
their purport, applicable to that identity, have their consumnwr 
tion in Brahma, even without the introduction of works. It has also 
been declared that Brahma is all-knowing, all-powerful, the cause 
of the production, continuance and destruction of the universe. 
But the Sdnkhya and Aher schools, believing that the evident 
substance is to be got at by other proofs, and inferring other 
onuses, such & Pradhdna fyc., construe the texts of the Vfedgita, 
as having thos'- causes for their purport. They desire to trace 
the cause from the effect, by means of Inference alone, in aU 
the Tenant texts bearing on the crea$on. The conneotibn of 

• Here, too, there is in the originaf of the Asiatic Society's Edition a Mis- 
take calculated to puzzle and mislead the reader. For read 
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Pradhdna and the soul are deduoible as eternal — so think the 
JBdnkhyas. But the followers of Kandda infer' from $ie same 
texts God as the efficient, and atoms as 0 the material cause. 
And other logicians o toq, supporting themselves by semblances 
of texts and semblances of reason, start up here as objectors. 
Thereupon the Achdrya (Yydsa), versed in verbal oritioism, 
texts, and proofs, for the purpose of demonstrating that Yedanta 
^texts have the knowledge of Brahma for their purport, refutes 
those semblanoes of texts and semblances of reason, by turning 
them into objections [which have to be disposed of]. Thereupon 
the Sdnkhyas, Relieving that unintelligent Pradhdna, composed 
of the three qualities, is the cause of the universe, contend 
(thus) : 44 The Yeddnta texts, which, you say, exhibit, as the 
cause of the universe, the all-knowing and the all-powerful 
Brahma, are applicable also to Pradhdna as the cause. The$l- 
powerfulnese of Pradhdna too is manifest from its own mocunca- 
tions, the objects of that power. And so its aU-knowingness 
How P Thus — that whioh you believe to be knowledge is an 
attribute of the Sattwa quality — as the Smriti , 44 Prom sattwa 
is produced knowledge.” The Yogis, who are ? men, endowed 
with created organs,* are celebrated as all kno^ng by means of 
that knowledge which is an attribute of the Sattwa quality. For 
it is well-known that in the extreme excellence of Sattwa is all- 
knowingness.' JSTor is it possible to imagine aU-knowingness, or 
any knowingness (either) on the part of a mere soul, without 
created organs, a sheer intelligence. But beoause of Pradhdna’s 
beihg possessed of the three qualities there exists in the 
(equipoised) state of Pradhdna, the sattwa (quality) which is 
thesoause of all knowledge. In the Yedanta texts, «ll-knowing- 
n<$S may be attributed to Pradhfina, even though an 
unintelligent entity. Surely you too who have arrived at the all* 
knowing Brahma, can only infer that all-knowingneM from the 
capacity of all-knowledge— for Brahma doernot oontmuem the 
* The Aastk Society's edition has a dangerous error here a^dn. It has * 

whf c iw festwd ° f erifow 



very act- of knowing [i. e. of obtaining the knowledge of] all 
(bjeot&' Then in case of the eternity of* knowledge, Brahma 
must be deprived of absoluteness with 9 reference to the act df 
knowledge. And if you sAy knowledge [like perception «or 
observation of some kind] is • transient,* then « on the cessa- 
tion of the act .of knowledge, Brahma itself would o$pse. 
Therefore all-knowingnegs can only be inferred from tlie # capa- 
city of all -knowledge. You too desire a Brahma which before 
production [of the universe] exists devoid of all causality. 
can yet one conclude the production of [aotual] knowledge in the 
absence of the instruments of knowledge, such as the body„and 
the organs of sense. Further, the causality of Fradh&na like 
that of day, &c., is consistent in Pradh&na, a component of many 
thing s, because of the possibility of modification ; not so, however 
mBrahma which is an uncompounded unity.” These objections 
beutg reoeived, the following sutra is undertaken : 

6. Not so, because of observation, — it is unheard. 

Unsentient Pradk&na, of Sankhya fabrication as the cause of 
the universe, can have no place in Vedanta texts. It is unheard. 
How is it. unheard? Because of observati:n — because the 
observantness ^t^e cause is heard. How ? Thus, commencing 
with the texts " 0 gentle pupil, this was in the beginning an 
entity.” "One only without a second,” it is added "It 
observed — Let me be multiplied, let me be produced,” and " it 
created the light.”* In these texts, the universe manifested by 
names and forms and expressed (here) by the word idom (this), 
being determined be|pre production to be an existing spirit, its 
creativeness, in its own antecedent state indicated by the word 
entity, of light and other things after observation ify ob» 
servant fteativeness of light and other things) is declared "**A!so 
tin other texts, "This was in the beginning one (only) spirit. 
There was nothing else. He observed [saying] Let us create the 
worlds. He created these wqjlds.”t These declare also a creation 
after observation. In some places, having exhibited the soul of* 


Chhandogya, 387, 398, 399, 


t Aitireya, 1. 1, 1. 



sixteen £arts, it is said “ He observed, * * * lie created the* vital 
air (the first # part)!”* The word “ ikshati” stands for thq 
. ftdiogl signification of °the vejb after the manner of yajati, 
not the verb itself. Henoe texts, like the following, declarative 
of an omnisoif nt GWd° as* the 'cause, may also be cited* here : 
“ From Him who is omniscient, conversant with every thing, 
whos# meditation is knowledge itself, o this Brahma, name and 
form, and food, are produced.”! 

+ Jks to what has been said (by the Sankhyas) that Pradh&na 
itself becomes all-knowing, by virtue of the Sattwa (quality) 
whoje attribute is knowledge, that is not congruous. For 
in the state of *Pradhana, because of the equipoise of the 
(three) qualities, knowledge which is an attribute of the quality 
Sattwa, is impossible. But, it has been further said, that by 
its capacity for all-knowledge, there shall be omniscience. NjjJr 
is this congruous either. If in the equipoise of the (throe) 
c qualities, Pradh&na can be called all-knowing, by pleading 
the capaoity for knowledge, inherent in the Sattwa (attribute), 
then it may also be called little-knowing, on the plea of the 
oapaoity of precluding knowledge, inherent in (the other two 
attributes) rajas and tamas. Further, the state ^j^attwa without 
an observant! [spirit] is not called knowledge. Nor has unin- 
telligent Pradhana any inherent observantness. Therefore the 

omniscience of ‘Pradh&na is not demonstrable. 

* 

And it is no example (against us) to say that the omnisoienoe 
of Yogis is held established, — beoause they have sentience, and 
beoause their omnisoienoe is oaused by the^xcess of (the qua- 
lity of) Sattwa. “ But the observantness of Pradh&na may be 
kxag^Led^ as oaused by (its contiguity to) the •observant 

c 

* Prasna, 281, 241. 

t Mnndaka, 271. The Asiatic Society's edition here misquotes the text. 
It has inn wrrerwmw instead^ uw WTO wq wn 

This plainly refers to thel3ankhya doctrine that Prakriti's 
^creathreneea is not without the presence of the Purusha who is 
otobsermr* 



(qnnl) just as the burning quality of an iron snbstanoe £ mw$ 
py (oontiguity* to) fire.” But in that oaefe it wpuld be [mat*} 
reasonable to hold that the oausg of the* universe is that. oijginsS 
omniscient Brahma, by virtbe of whom the observantness .of 
PradhAna becomes conceivable. 'As to whht hasjteen said that 
the original omniscience of even Brahma" is not estabUej^idcb 
since in the act of eteraaj knowledge, there can be no indepen- 
dence in the act of knowledge — to this objection, the answer is 
this. Let me ask you, Sir, simply this — why should there be any* 
loss of all-knowledge in the act of eternal knowledge. He who 
possesses an eternal knowledge, capable of embracing all 
objects, is omniscient. This cannot be gainsaicL In the event 
of knowledge being non-eternal, one knows sometimes, — and 
^sometimes does not know, — and thus is his omnisoienoe also 
mating. In the eternity of knowledge there is no suoh fault. 
Ifybu say, in the eternity of knowledge there can be no separate 
(or independent) indication of the objeot of knowledge, I reply, 
No suoh thing. Beoause, although the sun is constantly shining 
hot, yet we find room for the expression, the sun bums, thSFsun 
shines. BqHs not the notion of the sun’s burning and shining 
based on the|B 4 tence of some object being burnt and shone 
upon f But previous to production (or creation), the knowledge 
of Brahma cannot be connected with an object. Hence the 
example (of the sun) is inapplicable. But it is not inappli- 
cable, for even where there is no object, we find it spoken 
subjectively of the sun, (< he shines,” and therefore it is quite con- 
sistent even in the absence of an object of knowledge to speak sub- 
jectively of Brahma, “ he observed.” Moreover, in anticipation of 
the object, 4he texts, declaring observantness, are justlj applito? 
ble to Bfthma. Now what is that effect, which, before proctattiAa 
* becomes W^object of Hod’s knowledge? We say, it is name 
and form, whidf can neither be described as essentially him- 
self* nor again as different from Sim, [as yet] unmanifested 
[fy production] but in His will about to be manifest By 
whose gfwe even Yogis have evident knowledge of the past and 
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fhture, ^ adepts in the Toga sastras willingly admit, what need 
be repeated of* that btemally pure God’s ever-abiding know* 
fedge o of the Creation, Continuance and dissolution [of the 
Universe]* As to what has been*said that before Produotion, 
Brahma’s obsgrvantfless is impossible, because of his having no 
collection with body and organs, neither is this objeotion to be 
uttered, for like* the light of the sui^ Brahma being eternally 
knowledge in his very essenoe, no need can be imagined on his 
^>art of instruments of knowledge. Besides, it is the fleeting soul, 
possessed of ignorance &o.,* the production of whose knowledge, 
is dependent on the body and its organs, not that of God who 
is dostitute of any thing which may be a cause of obstruction 
to knowledge# The following two Mantras also demonstrate 
. God’s independence of the body and organs, and his free and^ v 
unintercepted knowledge. “He has no created thing [asm, 
body] nor organs, — nothing equal or superior to him is &4en; 
i His energy is heard as supreme and versatile, — the work of his 
knowledge, which is power, is natural or self-produced.”t 
** Without hands or feet, he is swift, anti a receiver. He sees 
without eyes, he hears without ears.. He knows whatever may 
be an objeot of knowledge, but none knowfoi^n. They call 
him the primeval great soul.”J 

But is it not the case that there is no fleeter, other than God 
possessed of causes of obstruction to knowledge P For the Yeda 
says: “ There is no seer apart from him, no knower apart 
from him.”§ Then why do you speak of the origin of the fleeter’s 
knowledge, being dependent on the body and organs, and not 
of God’s? 


* To^fchjjp it is answered : It is true there is no fluster, apart 
frta P*God, but still there is a semblance-relatim with the 
collective body and its organs, as there is the seflfcfrnce-rela- 
tion of JJcdsa with pots, jugs, hills, caves, &c. Aftd as a fiction of 
' * wrfkVT Ignorance in the eenrfof falseJcnowledge. . See Note page 8. 
f Swetftwatara, 363. 

$ Swetaswatara, 332. 
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tj.it. ten j tjjbano e-TOlation, suoh expressions as pot-boj^s, jug- 
holes, tpd the ideas they convey, even Jjbough they are,'iiufepar|'*. 
able from Ak&a, a$e praotioaUy.ourrent in the world. S^ also i 
is seen the false notion of distinctions jn ^Lkdsa, created by_fr(^ 
game Semblance-relation, such as pot-dk&sa &o. * In the 
tviqtit. at* occurs the false notion here of the distinction betuiaeib^ 
God and the fleeter, caused by want of discrimination, which is” 
the induoer of the semblanoe-relation with the,, collective bodj^ 
and its organs. And the importation of the idea of self on t9e 
part of the [self] existent spirit itself, in the collective body and 
its organs, which is no-spirit, is observed to pspvail by the tra- 
ditional oonoeit of false notion. Fleetingness being thus ac- 
counted &r, the observantness of the fleeter [alode] is demon- 
Mufrated tcSbe dependant on the body and its organs. 

^Ilh to what has been said that the oausativeness of multiform 
B ftSnkiut is manifest like that of earth &o., and not of unique 
Brahma, that is [sufficiently] answered by the statement that 
Pradh&na is not he^, (*'. a-, not spoken of as such m the Ve- 
das). And how [in addition to the positive authority of the”V e- 
das] the oausativeness of Brahma alone and noL Pradh&na &o., 
oanbe logic^>*riuced, shall be afterwards expounded in the 
g a tra (EL 1, 4) commencing with the words “ Na vilakB 

V Here the objector says “ As to what you hqvd said that un- 
« intelligent Pradhina is not the cause of the universe -because 
« observantness [on the part of the cause] is heard («. wn- 
** tioned) in the Vedas, that observantness is applicable eyftu to,* 
Pradh&na-^because we see that the unintelUgent 
“treated and spoken of [figuratively] as intdligcnt.^^oV 
" servinjj^m&s] bank being near the state of tumwing 
‘fdownW% fo«e of the stream], we say * 

Xfehee Thus the unintelligent bank is treated 
^SSfcelliaent. in Hke manner Pradh&na, though wmteQi- 
be treated |s intelligent, just 

“It observed” Aaintheworldani^tolhgent, 
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ba thed, dined and cb#teted [in % 

„ V> the Tillage in the evening,’ 

rm esero by the same role, n* Ptadhinh Joo in the fo*m» of 
.« Mahat Sfc., is moved by rule— hedoe it is treated as mtdhgen 
& But why give up\eal obserkantness and fabricate a fldtitioue 
«.‘tme P Because we fold in the Yeda such a fiction in the case 
** of light and water being treated as intelligent thus, * that g 
^observed — those waters observe®?* - _ 

1 •»«« He r xoe it is found that the observantrvess.of the [orejjpvej 
« entity is fictitious, because it is mentioned in connection with 
‘‘"fictions.” Agginst this allegation of the opposite party, the 
following sutra is undertaken. 

6. If you say, It is figurative— Not so, beca^/of tM 
MENTION OF SPIRIT. 

Ab to what has been said that unintelligent Pradhfina is w eX- 
pressible by the word entity, and that it may have fictitious ob- 
Lvantness, like thafof water and ligtiyhat is a 
natfon. Why? Because of the men* of Spirit. Begin, 
ning with the words, “ This, 0 gentle pupil, wap** the begm-v , 

ning an entity ,”t and describing the "**»+*& 

Mid food, by the words, “ It observed, it created light, + and ; 
denoting* that substantial observant entity (spint) and thosj 
light, water, Vyl food, by the word “ divinity,” the Yeda said, 
.•That divinity observed (or cogitated) “ Let me, entering , 
these three divinities, by means of this soul [whiohis myaelf} 
mudfest name and form.”§ If unintelligent Pra^atethero 
held : to be the figurative observer, then, the same, being the 
^*^ld be denoted by the words “ that dirinity^:: 

oould not stand for a soul byjigword seifi 

& the soul is taken to be intelligent, the 
foh sna foinBr of the vital airs, both by pop 1 
i!« radical meaning $ tiie ifcrord.* Bbt* ^ 
aoo,'4oi,'H ' t m.ps: 



;W|jS, 

arid." 

it be the si 





_ ‘Self' implies 

. #®|'smi 1‘ oShnot bo^the identity «& ims^ntiefit 

is received as the ohp' ohumht,- 
? the apparition tothe soul $f the w^rd* “ his self;”* beoo] ^ 

ooneln&ive. " r ‘ ' ■ ' 

, lakewisein the text— “ He is the minimum [the univej6*4fc| 

, its undeveloped state] all thiais identical with him. He ia the 
’reality. He is the spirit. W art the same,,0 Swetaketu.lt, 

• Hexj^the Yeda having indicated the subject-spirit, the miffl- 
' mumfby the term spirit (“ He is the Spirit”) declares the same 
to be identical with the sentient Swetaketu J|hus “Thou erf 
.the- same, O Swetaketu.” But the unsentienoy of wat* and 
iight is evident from their otjeotiveness, and because of their 
yhig Glared to be manifestable by name and form, and that 
A | mtienqy cannot, like the word spirit, have any principal 
oJS^Veness. Hence their observantness must reasonably be 
figurative^like that of a river-bank. And that observantness again 
independent on their^ossession by [Brahma, the one] entity*? 
Hut ttm observantneJof the entity [itself] oannot, as i already 
statedj be figurative, beoause of the mention of “ Spink ' 
s ‘ Here it isfi3h» objeoted— the word “ Spirit” isapplioable to 
ipeutient Pradhdna also— beoause of its being the aooompli^ 
unofall objects of the spirit; just as the word spMt*[orsdrl 
ofaking is applicable to the officer who accomplishes all M 
oWeots, thus u Bhadrasena is my own spirit, or self [mthn 
sense of a plenipotentiary]. For Pradhfoa [or soul] enot*:. 

the . enjoyment and emancipation of the Puru«itt,l^| 
«****-'<- - ^ftoe like that of a minister for his king, acting mag 
***** ** Besidee the one W^I^^ 
ie commonly applicable to the < 

we And such expressions as Bhut&tn^Snd^ 
e. the essence of matter* 
i] : like tlie eppl 
sacrifice 


Pi 442*. 




•a 1 : 

a* kW How Own oan flw maowort 

$££2d w as.' f Tho «PU to 

give*. 

!*7*BbCATTSB EMANCamTION^iq declakbd of owe identified 
' ' with Him. 

THe unsentifat Pradhdna oannot have refuge in Reword 

worcU “ Thou &t the same, 0 Swetahetu, declared the feet of 
Z^pation^ the words, “the so^hasa p^ptor 
knows • of him, the loitering is only while he is notananoipa 
ted,— and he shall be emancipated.”* If the text ' Thon jt 
the same” were to oause a sentient spirit, desirous of emanoi^ 
tion to assume identity with theunsentient Pradhfina, mdM&ted 
battle word entity or spirit, then the text would be tantamount. 

to olkoo *t vmmilmir wad to « «* .too Sort™ ’"“MV. 

Bdf-oontradiotory, much to the detriment of ^®. 80ul_ ^ 
therefore, of no authority. But it is not Wfc to concl^ 
fee innocent Sastra as of no authority. H the authom^ a*. 

. „ fiTei o teach an ignorant soul, desirous of Emancipation, 
^unsentieat no-spirit was the Spirit, and that [poor misguid- 
'edl soul, through faith [in the Sastra], after the manner of 
' ijxe blind men and the ox-tail, t did not cease from that notion 

l MW the ox-tail ia variously \ 

.2S2i to n,«s-ta. it. tow 

*». *. b a. »*. ta * ^“ u * 

- •*- u‘-b trot, and bdlow. Oh 





near leam of tho [real] Spirit, 
ae inculcated on him], § heggpld, 
time, be debarred fjom good and infcur e 
Sastra, teaches the rightful observance of th^Agni-Hbtra and^ 
other ceremonies for a person desfro&s of attaining Heaven and" 
other enjoyments, so also it properly teaches, to the person desi- 
rous of Emancipation, the rightful doctrine of *the Spirit, # say-' 
ing, “He is the Spirit— Thdt art the same, 0 Swetaketu/* 
SuohJbfeing the oase, the inouloatien of Emancipation to the 
trutlwiolder follows by the example of release [to the honest 
man falsely &ooused of theft] by his holding a red-hot axe. 
On the other hand if the real Spirit were taught to be some- 
thing n<rt the principal [cause of the Universe], like the teach* 

* “ I am^ie vital air,” then the Sastrio doctrine [“ Thou art 
rsame”] would be only a figure [or fiction], oaloulated for a 
mere transient fruit The teaching of Emancipation would not 
MW from this. Therefore there is no figurativeness in the 
application' of the word Spirit to the entity [or real] mini? 
mum. But to a servant, where the distinction of mastermind 
servant is u^ifest, the application of the word Spirit or sel£ 
as “ Bhadraseng*^ myself [alter ego] may be figurative/* 
Again, because a figurative word is found in some place, there- 
fore it is not correot thus to fabricate figurativeness in a case 
whioh depends on the verbal proof [of theSastra] — for that 
would introduce scepticism everywhere. 

As to what has been said that the word “ Atm &” [spirit, es* 

• 

blind man’s grasp the harder ; for he was afraid of the consequences of his 
gpide giving him the slip. After long smuggle in a forest, the parties were 
benighte^rhen a servant of the blind man fatlwr-in-law, acoidifli^Be^ 


ixig his nSter V bullbck under the grasp of a striker, and, 
l^tffn^U^at' the&man was a robber, snatched the animal 
after dealing a goodly number of kicks and blows, left the blind man 



ienoe, stand commonly for the sentient and l ttnsen'> 

tient, aatfae»wq&| *“ jyotjs” [light] does for the sacrifice (jyo* 
tisWpma) and, j^pfiame, that is not cogent — beoause it is not 
right tcfaffix many^ [djveyj&e] meanings. Therefore the word. 
Spirit has chiefly tfie senti&nfor its objeot. It is applicable to . 
material objects only by the imputation of sentienoy — as “the 
•‘spirit of matter”—" the spirit of organs.” And even if the 
yword “ Atm&” [spirit] have a general signification, still with* 

' tut some governing reason, ^either in the subjsot or the context, 
you cannot fix it to any objeot arbitrarily. Nor in the instance 
before us is there any thing fixing it to the unsentient, for the 
subjeot is the observant entity or Spirit, and the context is the 
sentient* Swetaketu. And we have already said that it is not 
possible for the sentient Swetaketu to have the q»rentient fa** 
his spirit. Hence it is oertain that the word “ Atm&” [spMt] * 
has here the sentient for its purport#* And the word “ jyotis” 
too is by popular usage applied to “ flame” — it is only by Yedio 
figure that it is applied to a certain sacrifice beoause of its simi- 
litiffle to flame. Hence the instance cited is no example. 

. Besides having in the previous Sutra [I. 1, 6“^gspounded the 
Word “ Spirit” to the exclusion of all doubt Jo figurativeness 
and generality, the present Sutra, “ Because Emancipation is 
^declared of one identical with Him,” is for setting forth an 
independent Treason for the exclusion of the causativeness of 'i 
Fradh&na. Henoe the unsentient Pradh&na is not indicated 
by the word “ Entity” [in the Upanished texts where the same 
is uBed for the pre-existent cause of ,the Universe], 

.. . What other reason is there toil not taking Fradh&na as the 

W0T ^ Entit # ^ 

ALSO BECAME THERE is NOINTIMATION OF A 
RELINQUISHMENT. 

If iivthe texts “ He is*thi Spirit— Thou art the same*^ the 
jhApirit Fradh&na were ,^he object of instructiOu Ea^the pur- 
" Entity,” then lest the" pupil 



47* 


that instruction might, by virtue of his no-spirit ide%t& iden- 
tified wi|h it [by devotion], it .would bqrequisitetfor the tutto^ 
desirous of inouloajing the Spirit as prinoi]»K, to intimatoithe; 
relinquishment [of his first preoept^. t As^a person, deiirous «E 
showing [his pupil] the [subtle] star Arunclhati, first fixes his 
observation to a neighbouring star of a large magnitude? 
[though] not the principal object of instruction, as if it were" 
itself Arundhati, and then [after thus fixing his observation]* 
gives that star upland makes [his pupil] ken [the refd] Arun- 
dhatf, so [here the spiritual preceptor after introducing Pra- 
dhdna] would say “ This is not the Spirit.” J3ut he has not 
said so. The comprehension of the Entity [or cause of the Uni- 
verse] ajmie appears to he the object and end of thd 6th Chapter 
the CnStfjidogya]. The word “ also” in the Sutra shows 
thttthe question has not been done violence to. If there* were 
an intimation of relinquishment, then there would he violence 
done to the question. For tho question proposed was that on 
the cause beinginown, all is known. For we thus hear at the 
commencement of the text : " Did you ask of the instruction 
by which whri^s unheard becomes heard, what is uncogitated 
becomes cogitated?* the unknown becomes known P How, O 
Lord, is that instruction P As, 0 gentle pupil, by one clod of 
earth all earthy (things) are known. The fabrication is norap* ' 
nal, and a mere recourse to a term. That it i^ earth, is alone 
the truth. Such, 0 gentle pupil, is the instruction.”* But if 
PradMna were taken as the purport of the word Entity, and 
were known with or without the idea of relinquishment, as*the 
cause of all objeotivity, still the class of subjectivity would not 
thereby be inown. For su^ectiv^y is not a fabriagjjbi ^ 
Pradh&H, therefore Piradhdna is not indicated by tSTwdiqf 
Entity. 

What other reason for Fradh&na’s not being the import of 
$he wordyEntity P 


* Chhandogya, 883. 
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9. Because of* resolution into the Spirit/ 

*On tfie subjeot o^thg same cause, the import of fbe word 
Entity, it is found in the Yecla thus : “ When it is said of the 
Rml # “ swapiti,” [it sleeps] then it attains the Spirit, it is resolv- 
# ed into the Spirit. Henoe the word if swapiti” — for the soul is 
resolved into the Spirit.”* The text declares the well-known 
popular t|pn for the soul, “ swapiti.” Here the word 44 swa” 
Btands for the Spirit. That which is the subjeot cause, the im- 
port of the word Entity, the soul resolves itself into the same, 
gets into it. The meaning of the verb 44 i” with the preposi- 
tion 44 api” is* well known to be 44 Resolution” — for vm find the 
words 44 Generation” and Resolution” applied to^rroduotfyp* 
and Bissolution. The soul is awake when, perceiving objeotjfof 
sense, because of its speoial semblanoe-relation to mental states, 
it is connected with that organization [the body]. When being 
subject to its [various] affeotions, it dreams, then it is charac- 
terized by 44 mind.” On the cessation of both these semblances, 
in the state of deep sleep, being destitute of th^sharacteristios 
caused by those semblances, it becomes dissefced as it were into 
Self, and henoe it is said that it is resolved into the Spirit. As 
esa> ti!& wort! 44 hridaya” (heart) has been expounded in the Yeda, 
m . — 44 This Sprit is in hrid, (the heart),” and so follows its dis- 
tinction 44 hridyayam”t [hridi + ayam, this in the heart] and 
hence the term “ hridaya,” and as the Yeda exhibits the radical 
deifvation of the words 44 asandyfi” and 44 udanyfi,” [himger and 
thirst] viz. 44 The waters digest^the food, the heat digests the 
f so likewise the sentenoe 44 it is resolved into the Spirit 
indicated by the word Entity,” shows this meaning by the expo- 
sition of the appellative 44 swapiti.” 

But the sentient soul can never get into unsentient Pradh&- 

na by way of identification/ If, again, Fradh&aa were indioa- 

mr . . ' 

* Chhjradogya, 430. t , IbwC 646. J Ibid, 438. r 
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ted- by the word “ swa”* as identioal [with the soul} e\&n then: 
the absurdity would follow that the senijeni is resolved into the 
unsentientr • And jnother text* viz,, “ being unified with the 
intelligent Spirit,, it knows Nothing ^ external or internal, v t 
proves* that in the state of deep *sleep * there is a resolution* into 
the sentient. Therefore that in wliioh is the resolution of 
sentiments is itself sentient* and it, not Pfadh&na, is the purportT" 
of the word Entity, the cause of the Universe. What further 
reason is there qgainst Pradh&na being the caused the Un£ * 
verse P " 

10 : Because of a uniform finding. — . - ■ 

If, after the mere argumentative manner, various oauses had 
been found also in the Vedanta texts, that is to say, somewhere 
*tte sentient ®rahma as the cause of the Universe, somewhere 
thsyinsentient PradMna, somewhere another again [s&ch as 
atoms] then there would have been a fabrication in somo places 
of texts about [figurative] observation out of complaisance to 
the theory of Pradhana’s causativeness. But there is no juoh 
thing. For there is a uniform finding in all the Vedanta texts 
of sentiont-cSlftativeuess. As from a blazing fire sparks scatter 
on all sides, so froih this Spirit, all prdnas spring up to their 
[various] receptacles. Thus, “from pr&nas, the gods, from 
gods, the worlds.” “ From that, i. e., this Spirit, the (ik&sawas 
produced.” “ From the Spirit alone is all this^ " This pr&na 
is produced from the Spirit. ”£ All these texts exhibit the cau- 
sativeness of the Spirit. And we havo already said that the 
word Spirit stands for the sentient. And this is a great reason 
for the authority of all the Vedanta that there is a *uniform^ 
consistency %ith reference to the causativeness of the Apjjenj* 

* Thoi3ibUo f Hoca Indica’s edition is again dangerously wrong, here— having 
instead of • 

t ^rihad, 790. 

% Chhandogya, 525. In the citation of these texts, also, dangerous errors 
have crept* into the text of the JSibliotheca edition: HIWY W instead of 
*nmic** s wrmw w instead of mmn w. 



<0 


like [tl& authority of] the eye, &c., with reference to colours, 
&o. Therefore, because^ of this uniforn^ finding, the all-know; 
ing Brahma is the cause of the # Universe. 

•What* other reasoi^ is there forsaking the all-knowing Brah- 
ma to be the cause of the Universe P 

41. Because a£so of its being heard (or so found in the Veda). 

0 That, by the word ma (spirit or self) the all-knowing God is 
Aeant, as the Cause of the Universe, is also beard (or found in 
the Veda). In the Swetiswatara Mantra Upanishad, on the 
Ml-knowmg God as the subject, it is said, “ lie is the cause, the 
Supreme Lord of all organs (or instruments) — nor is there any 
producer or Lord of him.”* Hence it is demonstrated that the 
all-knowing Brahma is the cause of the Universe, not unsen- 
tient fradhana, or anything elso. Commencing from the sutra, 
“ Prom whom the production, of this &c.,” down to the (pred&nt) 
sutra “ Because, also of its being heard,” th§ purport of the 
Vedanta texts that have been cited under them, viz. y that the 
all-Rnowing, and all-powerful God is the cause of the produc- 
tion, continuance, and dissolution of the UniversOjjjfis been logi- 
cally expounded. And by the statement £10 Sutra]. “ Be- 
cause of a uniform finding,” it has been shown that all the Ve- 
danta toKts aro assertors of a sentient cause. Then why again 
bring in the following array of sutras P 

Answer, Brahma is comprehended in two ways : 1st, as pos- 
sessed of different semblances of modification in name and form ; 
2ndf as destitute of all semblances. Thus : “ Whero it is like a 
duality, there one soes another.”! “ But where every thing is 
*idei^ioqJ* with itself, there whom can it see, an^Jby what 
m Wifere one sees no other, hears no other, knows no other, 
that is the acme. But where one jsees another, hears another, 
knows another, that must be little, [for it may have another 
equal or greater than itsdity The acme is immortal, theTittlo 
islnortal (or terminable.”)} The yise [i. <?., the all-knowing 
^ Swctas. 364. t Brihad Ar., #1 and 928. } Clihandogya, 617. 
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Spirit], who having sot forth oil forms a*id havitig mfcdft names, 
^remains respecting tjjgm.”* “Without parts, without aots, 
tranquil, guileless^ umKainei, the supreme embankment of im- 
mortality, like a fire after fiwfi is burnt opt.”t “ Not* this, not 
this.”* “ Not gross, not subtle, not sinol£ not large.” “Small 
(or limited) $ on the ono hand, yet full (of unlimited) 
other.” Thus in thousands of ways do tho texts exhibit the two 
forms of Brahma as varied under Knowledge and Ignoranog. 
In the state of*Ignoranco there is the universal practice of hold- 81 
in g IJrahma [both] as tho object and subject *of devotion. 
Some of these devotions of Brahma are for 
ments, some ore for graduated emancipation, jind somo for per- 
fection of works. The distinctions being according to tho 
variations jff their semblances of especial qualifications. Al- 
though tho object of devotion is but ono (Jod, the Supremo 
Spirit, qualified by all thoso especial qualifications, yet tho 
effects vary according to tho quality of tho devotion. As in 
the text “ In whatever way ono worships Him, thni ho bo- 
. comes.” Also, “ What the soul meditatos in this world, that 
it becomes yhon departing from lieuco.” Also tho Smriti, “ 0 
son of Kunti ! whatever state a person thinks of, when lio gives 
up his body at the end, that ho attains, being ever engaged in 
the same contemplation. ”§ 

Although ono and the same Spirit is latent in all bodies, im- 
moveable or moveable, still in cousequonco of differences in 
semblance-relations to the mind, differences are mentioned -in 
respect of dignity and capacity even in the immutable, eter- 
nal, uniform Spirit, progressively manifesting itself. Thus, 

“ Ho who has an extended knowledge of him, the spirit—** 
Here the Smriti also has it. “ In whatever substance is fe&oess 
of glory or beatitude, kno^it to bo tho product of a portion t>f 

**The Bibliotheca Indica’s edition of the jfiginal, cites this passage wrong-*- 
making it instead of 

t Brihad Ar., 370. J Brihad ^, 909. § Bhagavad-gita, viii. 6. 
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my brilKaflce.” Here Jfchat which has excess of glory is incul- 
cated as God, being an object of worship 
r And iiere too (in the Brahma 0utras*he author will f declare 
that in the solar orb, tjie golden s6»l is supreme, because of its 
having for its donotative freedom from all stains. The same 
> notioed in the Sutra [I. 1, 22.] “ Akdsas, [is Brahma] 

from having its denotative.” Thus the knowledge of the Spi- 
rit too, the causo of immediate Emancipation, though inoulcated 
0 by the door of specific semblances, may be dubiously taken for 
the supreme or the reverse, since no specific semblance is inten- 
,r TOI tKf=fe=duslarod, and therefore it must be determined by the 
discussion of the tpndenoy of the texts.* As in tho Sutra “ Joy- 
ful, because of reiteration.” Thus the one and the same Brah- 
ma is inculcated in the Vedanta texts to be worshipped and 
understood as requiring semblance-relation, and also as exclud- 
ing semblance-relation. The following part of this worJx is 
undertaken for tho purpose of elucidating this. And that 
which jvas declared in tho Sutra [I. 1, 10] “ Because of a 
uniform finding,” #. <?., tho exclusion of another unsentient 
oause, the same is hero treated by tho exposition of other texts 
concerning Brahma refuting all oauses opposed to brahma. 

— — .. 12. Joyful, because of reiteration. 

In the Taittiriya Upanishad, after premising “ tho broaden,” 
“ the breathy,” the mental,” “ the intelligent,” it is added, 
“ Different from the same intelligent is tho inmost joyful ’Spi- 
rit.” Here the doubt occurs — “ Is the Supreme Brahma indi- 
cated by the word “ joyful, ”f which is the real truth, know- 


* words immediately preceding thes^in the Asiatic 

Society’s edition, vfe. are not found in Ram Mohun Roy’s edi- 

tion, or in that of Ananda Chandra Vedantavagis. As the Editor of the 
Asiatic Society's edition always notices its variations from Ram'Mohun's, but 
has taken no such notice hercy v tke words seem to have crept in through a 
mMbake. 
t Taittirya, 81. 
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ledge, and the infinite ?”* Or like thg " breadon,** 4c., is it 
Brahma in another sense ? What 4 s then tho result P TThe 
“joyful* must be a secondary spirit in another sonso of Brah- 
ma. Why P Beotiuse it occui^in tliQ samo series as thc^seopncC 
ary spirits “ breaden,” &o. Or lot it b£ called “ joyful, ” bo- 
cause it is the inmost of all, — but it cannot bo tho pqumiijl. 
Spirit, for it has “ pleasure,” &o., foists limbs, and its embodied-" 
ness is declared. Had it been the primary Spirit, thore could 
not have been a>touch of pleasure,” &c. But hero wo find tliaj 
“ pleasure is its head,”f and we hoar also of its embodiodness, 
“ this is tho embodied spirit of tho former onej: JEbaLiaJuMMj* 
this “ Joyful,” is tho ombodied spirit of tho # formcr “ Intelli- 
gent.” Tho touch of pleasure and pain cannot bo precluded 
from an embodied entity. Therefore tho joyful spiyt is a rnoro 
"ffeetor# 

T» these objections, it is thus answerod : “ Joyful, bccauso of 
reiteration.” The Supremo Spirit is fit to bo joyful. Why ? 
Because of reiteration. Tho word joy is many times repeated- 
ly applied to tho great Spirit. Referring to tho “joyful,” it is 
said, “ He i^the flavour.”** Thus declaring his flavouredness, 
it is added, “ This. (soul) obtaining the flavour, becomes joyful. 
Who could breathe, who could live, if this joy wore not in [tho 
universal expanse of] Akasa.|| This alone diffuses joy.^I “TTnff 
is tho determination of joy.” 1 ** “ Tho soul attains this* joyful. 
Spirit.”ft “ Knowing the joy of Brahma, he # is afraid of no- 
thing.”K “ Ho understood joy to ho Brahma. ”§§ In another 
text again, the word joy is found to bo appliod to Brahma, # tvs., 
" Brahma, the Intelligence and J oy.” Ilenco from tho fre- 
quently repeated application of tho word joy to Brahma, wo fiflcl 
Brahjpa is the joyful Spirit. •• • 

As to ,/hat has been said that because of its occurring in the 

•JPaittirya, 56. t Ibid, 83. t Ibid, 86. § Ibid, 99. 

1) Ibid, 100. See Sankara’s commentarjrtm thin passage, 
f Ibid, 103. ** Ibid, *17. tt Ibid, 119. tt Ibid, 129t 

§§ Br., 075. 
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sarao series with the secondary spirits, “ broaden,” &c., the joy- 
ful is also a secdhdary spirit, this is no fault — because the joy; 
ful is inmost of all [or farthest #f all]. The Sastra, f desirous 
of instructing on the # primary spirit, and following out the po- 
pular notion, [first] declaring the breaden, the body, themo-spi- 
sri^mtoriously taken to be the spirit by the extremely stupid, and 
like an image of moltod copper thrown into a crucible, making 
them receive, as spirit, the further and further no-spirits, similar 
Jo the preceding ones, at last for the greater facility of instruc- 
tion, taught that the inmost (or furthest) of all, the joyful, was the 
•This is the secret [of the Sastra]. As in the 
pointing out of Jhe star Arundliati, after showing many stars 
as secondary [and unreal] Arundhatis, that which is shown 
last, becomes the cliiof [and real] Arundliati, so Ijpre also the, 
joyful, being the ultimate, is also the primary spirit. 

As to what you say that tho conception of pleasure, &#., as 
head, &c., is inapplicable to the primary spirit, that is caused 
by th^ foregoing un-ultimato [proximate] semblances. It is not 
a natural [or genuine conception]. Here there is no fault in it : 
for tho embodiedness too of tho joyful is shown [njgrely because 
it is] the series of tho bodies broaden, &o., Jbut there is no un- 
disguised embodiment hero as in the fleeter, lienee the Joyful 
Tstfie Sifprome Spirit. 

13. If you say, Because of the particle of modification, 

IT IS not: THEN I REPLY, No, BECAUSE OF THE SENSE OF 

ABUNDANCE. 

« • 

Here [the' opposite party] says, the Joyful cannot ho the 
Supreme Spirit. Why — because of the particle of modification. 
[£aaini IY. 3, 82.]* This is a word different frorn the radical, 
being an expression implying a modification [of the radical], 
because in joyful, (anandamaya) the import of the affix nwyat 

a 9 

•TOTS ^ Siddlianta KaumudJ^TOl. 1, p.j>86, Taranatk Tarkavachaspati’s 
Edition. 
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iB r a ji^flcbtion. Therefore like breadon, &c.* this wor^ joyful 
.in^Ses an objeot of modification (or composition^ If you ar- 
gue thus, we reply, No — because tlie particle “ maynt” isheld 
[by grammarians] also in tfya sense of abundance. #For [yi 
PaninuV. 4, 21.] “Mayat in tho sonSb of fulness, 1 ”* this 
sutra affixes “ mftyat, ,, — also in case of abundance, as (annft%. 
maya) “ breaden sacrifice” expresses abundance of broad. * Ii> 
the same manner the joyful signifies Bralmia, abundant in joy^ 
The abundance of joy in Brahma appoars thus : After speaking; 
of joy in a hundred-fold degree, beginning from the human, 
and proceeding upward and upward, tho joy of Brahma is con- 
cluded to be incapable of excess [or any IngTier degree]. 
Hence (the affix) “ rnayat” is in the sense of Abundance. 

• 

* 14. AlSOP BECAUSE He IS DECI.A11EI) TO BE ITS CAUSE. 

Hence also (the affix) “ may at” is in the sonso of abundance, 
because the Veda declares that Brahma is the cause of joy, thus 
“this one diffuses joy. ”f lie who diffuses joy obtains celebri- 
ty as abundant in joy. As a person who causes other’s opu- 
lence in tlio^ world, obtains tlie reputation of himself being 
abundant in opulence, so here. Therefore from the congruous- 
ness of rnayat having als(f tho sense of abundance, tho Supreme 
Spirit is verily the joyful. 

15. The same is also sung as tiik Brahma of the 

* MANtttAS. 

* * 

Hence also is tho Supreme Spirit’ tho Joyful, because after 
tlie text^i the knower of Brahma attains the sujftemo (good)” 
it is added “ Brahma; the truth, the knowledge, tho infinite. 

In this mantra, the same real Brahma who is distinguftdyfl by 
the attribute “ the truth, the knowledge and the infinite^” 
from whom all immoveable and moveable creatures arc produced 
in older, commencing with (ikusa, ^lio also, after creating all 
things and entering into tffem, remfiins in the recess, inmost of 

* Siddhanta Kaumudi, p. 722. t Tait. 100. • { Ibid, 06 . 
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all, for ^yho#e recognition it is (successively) added, “ another 
inner spirit, ”t the same Brahma of the Mantra is hero sung^ 
He % who is the other inner spirit is the joyful.” Of tfie Man- 
tes andi Brahmanas, the same pufport may be reasonably conclu- 
ded, because they aife not conflicting. Otherwise the real sub- 
would be lost* and an unreal introduced. Nor is there after 
the °Joyful another inner spirit named, as there is after the 
breadon, &c. The same is the object of the text. “ This is the 
instruction received by Bhrigu and imparted J)y Varuna. lie 
understood that joy was Brahma.”* Henoe the Supreme Spi- 
rit is himself the Joyful. 

-T».j c 

16. Not* the other, because of incongruity. 

Hence also is the Supreme Spirit Joyful — not the other. 
The* other means another than God, namely, the "fleeting souf. 
The soul is not expressed by the word Joyful — why ? because 
of incongruity. Roferring to the Joyful, it is declared “He 
desired, let me bo many, lot mo be produced.” And “He 
exercised meditation, having exercised meditation, ho created 
all this — whatover there is.”f Here a desire prior to the pro- 
duction of the body, &c., and the identity of all modifications 
in process of creation, with tho Croatia, and tlfe creation of all 
^modifications, cannot be congruous in any other than the Su- 
preme* Spirit* 

c 

17. Because also a distinction is inculcated. 

«. * 

Hence also the fleeter is not tHe joyful, because, in roferenoo 
to tlie joyful, ft is deolared, “ He is the flavour, this one [the floet- 
jng bouI] obtaining the flavour, becomes joyous.” Thus is a 
distfliotibn between the soul and the joyful, inculcated. For 
that which is (already) obtained cannot becomo (an objoot) to be 
obtained. How then is tho spirit to be sought, and “ there 
is nothing high* than the obtairunent of the spirit,” as both 
the sruti and tho smriti haVe it, — siflbe you havo said that which 
• Tuitt, 128, t Ibid. 87, 30. 
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is already obtained, cannot beoome an objeot to ojjtained P 
Well — but still the existing spirit in^wfiioh th# identification 
with tMb Supreme is not (in tyutli) abolished, is found to # hav^ 
the popular persuasion, caused by non-comprehension of truth, 
that tha body and its members, which are %o-spirit, are the spi- 
rit. Therefore the spirit is not sought, but to be sought, bj% 
the embodied soul, though it is itself the spirit, not obtained*, 
but to be obtainod, not heard of, but to bo heard, not cogitate^ 
but to be cogitated, not known, but to bo known, &o. And { 
thus a distinction is deduced. 

But texts like the following disallow any real soor or hearer 
other than the all-knowing ( tod, viz., “ There # is no seer other 
than tlA, &o.” But (lod is different from the embodied agent 
and patient, the creature of ignorance called the •cognition- 
spirit : — as from the juggler, holding a sword of hide and as- 
cending to the sky by means of a cord, the real juggler, stand- 
ing on tho earth, is different ; or as from the akasa in a pot, li- 
mited by semblance, tho akasa which is unlimited by somb^^aco, 
is different. Belying on this sort of difference between the 
cognition-spjrit and the Supreme Spirit, the two sutras are laid 
down, viz. “ Not the other, because of incongruity,” and, 

“ Because also a distinctfti is inculcated.” 

18. Because also of desire, the imagination [ of •the 
Sankiiyas] is not to 13 e regarded. 

• 

In respect of the joyful it is said, “ Ho desired, let rye be 
many, let me be produced.” Hence, because of the description 
of desiringness, neither is the imagined non-sentient Bradley** 
fabricated fiy the Sankhya, to be regarded as $ie joyful Jhe 
cause. T1 jugh Pradhaua was refuted in tho fifth suti^i, 

“ Not so, because of observation : it is unheard,” yet, taking 
occasion incidentally from the desiryigness set forth in the pre- 
ceding sutra, it is again refuted for \he purpose of showing the 
uniform finding of the Veda. 



lft, [The Sastra]* teaches also his unification with this. 

Hence also the word Joyful js not applicable to Pradh&na or 
tq the squI, because [the Sastra] ^teaches the unification of him, 
i. 6 p> the soul awakened [to true knowledge], with this, the Joy- 
Jjil real spirit. Union with his self is Unification, that is to 
cay, ‘ Identification, meaning Emancipation. The Sastra teaohes 
this unification. “ When indeed he fearlessly attains a posi- 
• jfion of unification in this invisible, unembodied, ineffable, 
(Brahma) destitute of illusion, he attains fearlessness, but 
when he fancies the slightest difference from him, then he falls 
into fear.”* In other words, if he fancies even a small differ- 
ence and distinction from that Joyful one, then heidoes not 
cease from* fear of the world ; but when he stands as identically 
the' same with this Joyful one, then he oeases from fear of the 
world. But this can* consist only with the reception of th$ Su- 
preme Spirit, not the reception of Pradhana or of the soul either. 
Hejpeit is demonstrated that the Joyful is the Supreme spirit. 

Here it may be thus objected ; In the texts, “ this soul is 
breaden-flavour-full— after this breaden-flavour-full, another 
soul, further inward, is the life-full — another soul, inward, is the 
mind-full — another further sgul, inwa#, is the ifitelligence-full, v 
5 r*t|ie ftffix “ mayat” has been used in a series of modification- 
senses l How can it now after the manner of the half old, half 
young, suddenly get, “ in the Joyful,” the sense of abundance, 
apd have Brahma for its object ? If you say it is used so in the 
Mantras, then the broaden and other [secondaries] would also 
relate to Brahma. To this it is answered : it is evident that 
•t^e broaden and other secondaries have no relation to Brahma, 
bepaWit is saSl in regard to them, after it and after it, further 
and further, another and another spirit : but after the Joyful no 
other further spirit is mentioned. Hence the Joyful is Brahma ; 
because otherwise there tfojild be an abandonment of the right 
subject and a fabrication of a wrong one. 

* Tait,, 100, &c. 
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To this it is rejoined : although there is no m^pti^i in the 
Vedas of another further spirit after the* joyfu^, as there is in 
the oasi of the breaden and otljer secondaries, still the joyful is 
not Brahma. Because with* the joyful as the subjqpt,* it # 5 
mentioned, “ his head is pleasure, the soutft wing is gratification, 
the north wing is delight, the spirit is joy, tl^p tail [or rear] is^ 
Brahma, the stand (or support).”* Such being the case, the^ery 
Brahma who is the subject in tho Mantra, “ Brahma, the truth, 
the knowledge, the infinite,” f the same is here spoken of tjp# 
“Brahma the tail [or rear], the stand (or support).” It is 
from a desire of making him known that the five receptacles 
are invented, beginning with the breaden and terminating with 
the joyful. Then how can there be an abandonment of the real * 
subject and the fabrication of an unreal one P • 

# But is it nftt as a member of the joyful that it is said, “ the tail 
(or jpear) is Brahma, the stand (or support),” just as with refer- 
ence to the breaden and others, it is said, “ this is the tail (or 
* rear), the stand (or support), &c. ?” ' Then how can Brahma 
have self-supremacy ? We reply, because he is subject? But 
even if he were comprehended as a member of the joyful, still 
his subjectiveness would not be given up, because the joyful is 
Itself Brahma ?• To thitfKt is angered : In that cast? the same 
Brahma would be the joyful,* the spirit, the body,— and %e 
same Brahma (again) the tail, tho stand, a (mere) mojpber of 
that body, which would be (manifest) inconsistency. But if you 
(elect between the two and) take one of the alternatives, then 
the declaration of Brahma can only consist in “ Brahma^ the 
tail, the stand,” because it is joined with the word Brahma: — 
not in the expression “joyful,” beoause that expression is not 
joined with*tlie word Brahma. 

Moreove , after the saying “ the tail is Brahma, the stand*” 
it is added [in the Taittiriya Upanishad], “ In that sense is 

* *Tait., 83, 84. jrflTOT is thus expounded J>y Sankara (Tait., 69) Slfjrfirwfir 

qpraftr sfawTi 

t Tait., 56. 
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this slol^a.”* “ He becomes a mere non-entity [a vije, unmanly 
person], if he thinks that Brahma is a non-entity. If he think 
that Brahma is, then [right-minded] people know hiift to be* 
aii entity [a real manly person]. And in this sloka, from its 
layipg down the meift and demerit of acknowledging the, entity 
and non-entity o£ Brahma, without drawing after the joyful, 
it; follows that in the words, “ the tail is Brahma, the stand,” 
there is the self-supremacy of Brahma. Nor would it be rea- 
te spnable to notice any doubt on the entity or non-entity of the 
joyful spirit : becauso the joyful, qualified by pleasure, gratifica- 
. tion, &c., is manifest to all tho world. 

But why "is the self-supreme entity Brahma distinguished as 
• the tail of the Joyful in the words — “ Tho tail is Brahma, the 
stand ?” This is no fault. “ The tail” — that is, like a tail, 
“ the stand” means the supreme receptacle — that is', the one nest 
(or resting-place) of all worldly joys is the Brahma-joy. Jhis 
is here the signification, not membership. Another Yedic text 
says, “ Of this joy, tho other creatures subsist, but on a tittle.”^ 
Moreover, if the joyful wore Brahma, then by the memberships 
of pleasure, <&c., a Brahma would be arrived at, distinctly de- 
finable ; but in toxts relating to Brahma, ho is declared to be 
indefinable, because of hisjpeing called incomprehensible bjt 
speech and mind. Thus, “ speech and mind [lit. with the 
mind] t not apprehending [Brahma] stop short of Him. Know- 
ing the joy of Brahma, one is not afraid of anything. ”§ 
jAjptin, if [the affix “ mayat” were taken in the sense of 
abundance, and] Brahma were held to be abundant in joy, then 
the existence of sorrow would also be introduced, because in 
tlje world the [relative] idea of abundance suggests [the co- 
existence of] its opposite, scantiness. In that case, violenoe 
would be done to the text, which inculcates the want of any 
different idea in Brahma, the acme : viz., “ where he sees no 
other, he hears no other, t he knows of no other, that is the 

* Tait., 84. t Tait., 85.' J Brihad Ar., 816. § Tait., 7$. 
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acme.”* The joyfiil again is also divi^ble as to its bjdy, ac- 
cording to the division of [its members] pleasure, $<£, but Brah- 
ma is n8t divisible as to its boc^y, for the following text inoul- 
oates its infinitude : “ Brahm^ the .truth, the knowledge, tlqe 
infinite*'! Because also of another text, ^ One is Qod, latent 
in all beings, all pervading, the inward spirit pf all beings.”! 

Nor is the reiteration of the [adjeotivo] “joyful” observed iiftha 
Veda. The idea of the noun alone is reiterated ovory where in its 
several senses. Thus, “ lie is the flavour. This soul obtaining tli^ < 
flavour becomes joyous. Who could breathe, who could live, if 
this joy were not in Ak&sa ? This alone diffuses joy. This is 
the determination of joy.” “ Knowing the joy otTJrahma, ho is 
afraid of nothing.” “ He understood joy to be Brahma. ”§ Now 
had it been ascertained that the word “joyful” was^ho predi- 
cate of Brahma, then the repetition of the “joyful” might have 
beei^admitted, even though in succeeding passages the word 
“joy” alone were used. But we have already declared that the 
joyful is not Brahma by reason of its having pleasure for its 
head, Ac. Therefore, seeing in another text, viz., “ Br&hma, 
the Intelligence and Joy,”|| the application to Brahma, of only 
the radical sense of [the substantive] joy, the texts “ if there 
wore no joy in Alas a,” Ac., must b^understood to have reference 
to Brahma, and not as reiterations of the “joyful.” 

As to the reiteration of the word joyful with the affix “ mnyat” 
in the following text, “ The soul attains tins jftyful spir&” it 
has no relation to Brahma, because it occurs in the series ot the 
modified spirits, breadeu, Ac., which are attainable by no- splits. 
But [may it not bo objected], if* the attainable joyful lias the 
state of Brahma, [only] like the broaden, Ac., then the fruit qf* 
the attainment of Brahma by the learu^must also be unascer- 
tainable. 'Jiis is no fault. For by tne very ascertaining »f 
the attainment of the joyful, the fruit is ascertained of the at- 
tainment by the learned of Brahnyi in the state of the tail 

• • , 

* Chhaiidogya, 617. t Tait., 66.* J Swetaawatara, 366. 

§ >Tait., 99, 119, 128. || Brihad Ar., 675. 
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and thf stand — becausp such is the exposition of the text, 
“Even that Js Jhe sighifioation : — of whom speeoh falls short,” &o. 

As to the citation of the Texf* “ Ho desired, let me We many, 
Iqt me ho produced,” in coptiguijy with the Joyful, that being 
connected with ffle* still more contiguous text, “ Brahma, the 
„ Tail, the Stand,”, does not declare the Brahmaship of the Joy- 
fill, ^but of the Tail]. 

9 The succeeding Vedic text too depending on Brahma, viz. 
! “ lie is the flavour,” lms no relation with the Joyful. But [may 
it not be objected], tho text, “ lie desired,” being in the mas- 
culino, cannot reasonably refor to Bralima. This is no fault, 
beoauso in tUo following text, Brahma is the subject even by 
tho application of tho word Bpirit in the masculine : " From 
that, which is tho same as this spirit, Akasa was produced.”* 

As to the understanding of Blirigu, tho son of Varunn, 
u lie uudorstood that Joy was Brahma, ”f there, in the absence 
of tho affix mayaty in tho absence too of any declaration that 
pleasure was the head &e., tho Brahmaship of Joy is consis- 
tent. u Therefore without recourse to sorno qualification, though 
it may \>o tho smallest, there is no consistency in the idea of 
Brahma having absolutely pleasure for his head &e. — and here 
tho object is not to set forth a qualified Brahiba. Witness the 
* text which declares his transcending tho range of speech and 
mind.r Therefore tho affix may at is to be understood, as in the 
Bremen &o, sd also in the Joyful, in the sense of modification, 
not abundance. 

4 a for the Sutras, they are to be expounded thus — “ Brahma, 
the Tail, the Stand.” Here a question arises, Is Brahma intended 
if) be set forth in the oapaeity of a member of the Joyful, or in his 
self-flupremaoy P To th&Tprima faoie] idea of membership, beoause 
of the word “ tail,” w is thus replied : “ Joyful, beoause of 
reiteration.” Joyful is the spirit, and here Brahma is the 
Tail, the Stand. Henoetbe self-supreme Brahma is set forth — 
beoause of reiteration. And because in the concluding sloka, 
* Tait. 67. + Ibid, 128 
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“ He becomes a mere non-entity” &c.,<the one only Bfehina is 
reiterated. # • • * 

[As ti the next or 13th Sutna], “ If you say, because Qf th^ 
particle of modification, it is ift>t : thep I rpplv, No, because *>f 
the sense of Abundance.” By the word “ mcfflnoation” is inten- 
ded the word member. The refutation is [hero] challenged of < 
what has been said, that because of tho word “ tail,” a monibe^ 
there is no self-supremacy of Brahma. This is mot by saying 
that is no fault, because tho word member is consistent also ill 
the sense of abundance. In the idea of Abundanco is involved the 
idea of Approximation, and tho sense of approximation to a mem- 
ber. After tho assertion of tho members, head, &e. of the Broa- 
den &o., having also spoken of tho other members, head &c. of 
t^e Joyful, [the text] speaks in tho sense of approximation to 
a member, “ flruhina, tho Tail, tho Stand,” not, however, with 
the intention of declaring a member, the reason whereof, 

" because of reiteration,” proves tho self-supremacy of Brahma. 

[Tho 14th Sutra is] “ Also, because lie is declared to^be its 
cause.’' Brahma is declared to bo tho cause of all products 
of modificatup], including the Joyful: thus r< JIo created all 
this, whatever it bo.”* But tho entity Brahma, tho cause, can- 
not be, in its primary souse, a member of the Joyful, his own 
modification (or product). And tho other Sutras arc to -bo con- 
sidered, to the extent of their scope, as oppositions of t very 
Brahma, declajed by the word 11 tail.” ^ 

20. He is within, because of the inculcation of his 

ATTRIBUTES. 

Thus saith the Veda: “Now he who is seen within if 
the sun, 'the golden person, gold-bearded^ gold-haired, alLgold 
up to the tip of the nails inclusively, ms eyes are like the r<» 
lotus, [refulgent] as a monkey’s tail, his name is “ ut” (or sup© 
rior), he is risen superior to all sins. He who knows (or un 
derstands) thus, rises superior to all sins.”f So much for tin 
* Tait. 90. t Cbhandogya, 60-62. 
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divine ito [for purposes of meditation]. Now for the divine 
fortn. “ lie «who is ^een within the eye, the person” &o.^ 
JIero # a question arises. Is it some fleeting individual # who, by 
the attainment ofpi^-em^utJG, tfwing to excess of learning and 
works, is declarer £o be the person within the orb of the sun 
„ and within the eye, ns an object of devotion, or is it the eter- 
nally perfect supreme God ? The prjm& facie view is, he is a 
fleeter. Why Y Because ho is declared to be possessed of form. 

1 In the solar person, a form is given, tho similitude of gold- 
bearded <&e. And in tho ocular person, too, the same form is 
fouud by attribution. “ Tho form of this one is the g 
of tho other [tho solar], ”t 

But tho Supreme God cannot be consistently supposed to 
havo a forfti, because of the text, “ lie has no sound, no tuuolj, 
no decay.”} Because also a receptacle is declared [of tho solar 
and ocular person], “ This one who is iu tho sun, this oheswho 
is in the eye.” But a receptacle cannot be laid down of the 
Supremo God who, without receptacle, stands in his own glory, 
and is all- pervading. “ Witness the two texts— Whore does 
ho stand, Sir Y In his own glory. ”§ And, “ Lifcy A'kasa, ho 
enters all i kings ami is eternal.” Because also of the texts which 
limit (or define)* the dominions of the solar and ocular per- 
sona : lie rules both those worlds which are above that [orb the 
buii] »ud thollesircrs of divine enjoyments. M j| This is the limit 
of the dominion of the solar person. “ lie rub's brflh those worlds 
which are under that (eye), and also the desirers of human 
enjcyincnts,”1f This is (the limit of) tho ocular person’s do- 
minion. But a dominion, with limits, cannot be consistently 
"attributed to tho Supreme God, bocause of the teft which de- 
olar&fi his unqualiiieduess : “ lie is the lord of all, He is the 
Sovereign of all creatures, He is the preserver of the creation, 
Ue is the embankment, the protection against the overwhdlm- 

• ChliAndogya, 66 . t Ibid, 66. t Katba, 119. § Cbhandogya, 518. 

|| Chhsndogya, 61. % I bid* 67. 
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ing of these worlds.”* Therefore the Supreme Gtotl is not 
within the eye and the sun. 

Moefiug this [p^nifi facie] argument we say, “ lie is with)*, 
becauso of the inculcation ol his a#tribut#s£ The person *sefc 
forth ki the texts, <k This one within tho sun, this one Vith 
the eye,” is the Supreme God himself, and n5t a fleeter. Ajfhy t m 
li Because of tlio inculcation of His attvihutes,” For his, tlio 
Supremo God’s, attributes are here inculcated. Thus, “ Having 
declared Ilis name is “ ut,” i. e. the name of him, the solar porsoft, 
the interpretation follows, that 1 to is free from all sin, viz. “Tie 
is men superior to all sins.” And then there is Ako attribution : 
tho same interpreted name is also of tho ocular person, viz. 
“ What is that one’s name, is this one’s name.” And it is of tho 
gupremo spirit that freedom from all sin is declared. “ Tlio 
Spirit, destitute of sin iVic.’t 

^fgnin, I n tho ocular person , u tho same is ltich, the samo Sam an, 
the same the sacrificial instrument (uk tha), the same Vajus, tho 
same three-fold Vedu.”+ This text identifies [tho ocular iy*rson ] 
with tho Rich, Saman, &c. This is applicable to the Supreme God 
only, because .from causality of tho total follows Identification with 
the total. Referring also to tho elements of earth, fire, &e. os seats 
of the divinity, and tlio Rich and Sarnan, speech, breath, &c. os 
tlio divine self, it is said, “ Of him tlio Rich and the ftnmafl artf tho 
two joints. Thus far the divino scats. So also tlio dhlfio self, 
“ The two joints of that ono, are the two joints [of this one].” 
This too is applicable only to ono who is identical with the totfti. 
" Those who siug oil the harp sing even Ilim — lienee they bectmio 
wealthy.”|| Thus in worldly songs too he alone is represented 
being sung. JL' his too, can be consistent (only) on taking # as tlflo 
SupreuiflrGod. From the following passage too, of the Bhagavad- 
gita, worldiy beauty and dominion, when it is described as 
independent, bring in the supreme divinity. Thus : “ Whatever 

• Brihad, 896. t Chhandugya, 61, 071. % Cldiandogys, 66. 

§ Ibid, 63. || Ibid, 68. 
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essonco there is, possessed of wealth, beauty, and power, know, 
thou to be the product o£ my parts.” m 

% As to what has been said that the descripti<jn of a form, gold- 
bearded’^ &o. cannot %be oonsistmftly applied to the Supreme 
God* to this we reply, thoro may be oven of the Supreme -Being 
1 • an illusive form by virtue of his will out of compassion for 
worshippers. As it is said in the Snir^i : “ This is an illusion 
cteated by myself that thou Boost me, 0 Naroda ! But thou 
# Aust take one to bo [in reality] endued witi^ the qualities of 
.all creatures.” 

Moreover \j&cro tho supremo divine form is inculcated bereft 
of all qualifications, thoro it becomes “ Without sound, mth- 
out touch, without form, without decay.”* But because of his 
causality of the Total, the Supreme God is also represented a| 
an object of devotion, qualified with sonio of the attributes of 
modification : Tims, u lie is all-doer, all-dcsirer, all smell* all 
flavour,” &e.f Likewise he may bo represented “ gold-bearded” 
&c. 

As to what has also boon said witli reference to tho description 
of a rooeptado, that he cannot ho the Supreme GotLto this it is 
roplied, that thoro may be for tho purpose of devotion, tho in- 
culoatiou of a particular recepta**lo even of llim who dwellcth 
in his 6wn glory, because since Brahma pervades tho wliolo, 

• like AGisft, it* follows that Ho is within, and identical with every 
thing. The description of the limit or definition 6f glory, too, 
required by tho division into the divino seats and tho divine 
scl if is for tho purposo of devotion. Therefore the Supreme 
God, himself, is represented as within the eye and the sun. 

' t. 

21. •Because also or a difference being declared by 

„ IMPLICATION, IT IS ANOTHER. 

There is also, besides tho souls conceiving themselves to have 
the sun and others for Qi^ir bodies, another even the in-ruling 
God — for thus is the implied declaration of tho Veda : “ He 
* Kutha, 119. t Chhaudogya, 205. 
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who remaining in tho sun is different frojn the sun, whom the 
*msun dqes not know, of whom tho suu as the botl/, wlio rules 
the sun within, this is thy •spirit, tho immortal iu-rnler.’£ 
There from the words “ different fr0m thoiBun, whom # the sun 
does hot know, 1 ’ another in-ruler, tho intelligoneo-sitirit, 
different from tho* knowing sun, is plainly pointed out. # He 
ought here also to be taken for tho solar individual, because 
the Veda has a similar application boro. Hence it is proved that 
tho supremo (xod’hiinself is hero inculcated. 

22. Akasa [is Brahma], hixausf. of its [denotative] sion. 

Tliis is noted in the Chlmndogya : “ What is the course [or 
goal] of this world Y He said, “ Akasa, for all these creatures are 1 
produced from* Akasa, and are resolved into Akasa. • Certainly 
Akasa is superior to all these. Akasa is their refuge. ”f Hero 
lies® doubt. Is the Supreme Brahma signified by the word 
Akasa, or is it the material element, Akasa Y But why doubt ? 
Because it is observed *to be applied to both. r £he word Akasa, 
though well known in the Veda and in popular parlanco to bo 
applied to a m particular material element, is still occasionally 
applied to Brahma, when by the force of the purport of tho text 
or by the indication of some uncommon attribute, Brahma is 
ascertained to be its meaning ; as in tho following to If 
this Akasa were not the Joy.”* “Aktau is the* sustaiuer of 
name aud form : from which those two [name hnd form] are 
different, [or in which those two remain] that is BralmiaJ’g 
Hence the doubt. t 

Well, here, the material element of Akasa is proper to be taken 
as the signification. Why ? Because that is readily su^gestqjk 
to the understanding by the more prevalent use [or tho prijntry 
meaning] o* the word. Nor can this word Akasa bo uuder»to<Kl 

* Br. A ran j aka, 618, 610. There is again a dangerous error here in the 
Asiatic Soewty’a edition. Instead of WrfjF^WIf.W W i* it 

should be 

t m ^undog yu, 77. t Tail. l'W. § Oh Land. I J». 
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to bo orally applicable to both, because then (the vice of) 
ambiguity wtufld be incurred. Hence it is proper to ajyply the^ 
rord Akdsa metaphorically to Brahma. By reason of all-per- 
vasion and many other aHribuifes, Brahma becomes indeed 
similar to Akasa. l5ut it is not proper to take a metaphorical 
sensp, where the primary sense lioldH good. (Che taking of the 
primary Reuse hero holds good enough# 

c But is not the taking of the material Akasa inconsistent with 
flio purpoi#of tlic text, “ All tliese creatures are produced from 
, Akasa itself.” This is no fault; for the causativoness of the 
material Akfisa.in the series of the air &o. is reasonable. In 
• sooth, it is (dearly understood that “ From this spirit, Akasa is 
produced, from Akasa the air, from air lire, &Q,”* And the 
superiority and ultimate refuge-ship of Akasa are njso consistent 
relatively to other creatures. Hence by the word Akasa, the 
material Akfisu is comprehended. tJ 

On these sayings, wo declare, “ Akasa, [is Brahma] because of* 
its denotative *gn.” It is reasonable hero to comprehend 
Brahma under the term Akasa. Why ? Because of its deno- 
tative sign. This is the sign of the supremo Brahma : *• All 
these creatures indeed are produced from Akasa. itself. ”f That 
the production of all creatures is from Supremo Brahma, is tho 
definite 1 settlement in all tho Vedanta texts. 

But^lms "not the causality of material Ak&sa too been 
shown in the order of air, «&o. P* True, it lias boenlShown. Still, 
if # the primary cause, Brahma, were not taken, then tho tenet 
“fr<toi Akasa itself,” and tho qualification of the creatures, viz., 
the word “ all,” would not bo consistent. Again, the texts “ [All 
features] are absorbed in Akii$a”$ and “ Akasa it superior to 
[all^fheso— Akasa is the ultimate refuge,” are [denotative] signs 
ot Brahma. Absolute superiority is indeed declared to he in the 
supreme Spirit alone. Thus — “ superior to the earth, superior to 
the sky, superior to heaven; superior to theso worlds. ”§ Moreover 
• Tiiit. 67, t tUlhandogyft, 7?. J Clthandogya, 77. § Chkandogya, 207. 
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ultimate refuge-ship too oon be primarily applioable to no 
other than the Supremo spirit, because of His boing^he ulti- 
mate c^use. And there is the text : Brahma Is* Intelligence 
and Joy, the ultimate rofage f of the giver of wealth (the piojjLB 
sacrificer).”* Again, Jaibaft, liafing coAsurod the jibsition of 
S&lavatya because it was vitiated by tho fault of finitudc£ and 
desiring to declare something iufinite, referred to AkAsa^ and 
unifying it with the Udgithn, ho thus spoke of tho same Aktfaa 
in conclusion : “ This is tho supremely excellent Udgitha — this 
is the Infinite/ ’f And that infinitude is a (denotative) sign" 
of Brahma. 

As to wliat has been said that by force of tho .general accep- 
tation [of the term], material Akasa is primarily understood, 
to this we reply that though primarily understood [to bo ma- 
terial Akiisa], this first meaning is not mantaiuable on observ- 
ing tho attributes of Brahma to bo involved in connection 
with the term. Tho application of tho term Akiisa, has 
also been shown, thus : “ Akasa is tho sustaiuor of namo and 
form” &e. And tho application of tho synonyms of A^jc&sa to 
Brahma is also found : “ In tho supreme Imperishable, Vyomaa| 
(or Akasa), Revealed in the Rich (or tho three Vedas) are seatea 
the Yishwe-dc^vas.”* “This scionco of Blirigu and Varuna, 
rests in the supremo Vyoman (or Akasa). ”§ u Om Ka is Brah- 
ma, Kha (akasa) is Brahma, Kha (dk&sa) is overlasting^ , || • Tho 
word ak&sa occurring at tho beginning of tho spnfencoTIlust, by . 
reason of its signification at the* conclusion, bo reasonably hold 
to have Brahma for its objqct. As in tho sentence, “ A*gni 
(fire) reads the Anuvak,” tlie word Agni, though occurring at 
the beginning, is found to have a boy for its object. Therefore 
it is demonstrated that tho word Akasa means Brahm% 

* Briliad Ar. 675. 

t Chhandogya, 77. t Swetaswatara 339. 

§ Tait. 128. 

|| Chbandogya, 207. Brihad Ar. 960. 
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22. Therefore the Breath. 

It the TMgitha, introducing tho topic with the wor£s, “ O - "* 
panegyrist, the divinity which is Hie object of panegyrics” — [and 
thfr question] being fcepoatid [b£ the panegyrist] “ which is 
that divinity P [Ushasti] said the Breath, for all these creatures 
enter into (arfc absorbed in) the breath on dissolution [and] 
le&ve [*. p. spring from] tho breath [on production] — this di- 
vinity is the object of panegyrics.”* Here the doubt and its 
Settlement may bo observed asbofore [in tho previous sutra]. 

By texts like the following : “ The mind has tho breath for its 
'bond “ Tho Jjreath of breath, ”f the word Prana (breath) is 
found to have Brahma for its object. But the word Prana (breath) 

% is both in tho world and in the Yoda applied primarily to a 
modification* of tho air. Hence tho doubt which is to be accep- c 
ted hero by tho word Prana ? What is consistent here ? It is 
consistent to accept the five-formod modification of tho air for 
^ the word Prana, becauso as wo liavo already said the primary 
meaning of tho word Priina leads thereto. 

_ But iB not tho acceptation of Brahma [as the purport of 
tne word Prana] reasonable too here, becauso of its- denotative 
sign — for here too thero is observed in tho conclusion of the 
sentence tho divine office of the admission [on dissolution] 
and production of creatures ? Not so. For in tho actual 
jprfina Ox bredth too is found the admission and production 
of creatures. For thus saith the Yeda : “ When the soul 

sleeps, the speech dissolves itself 1 into Prdna or the breath, the 
eye [gets into] the breath, the air [gets into] the breath, the 
mind [gets into] tho breath. When he awakes they are pro- 
duced jigdin from the breath itself . ”+ And this is evident 
that widle during sleop the functions of the vital air [or breath] 
remain unBuspended, those of the organs of sensation are sus- 

* Chhandogya, 87 

t Br. Aran yak. 888. * 

X Chhandogya, 245. 1 



pended, and they re-manifest themselves on awakening.* And 
& e conclusion of tlio sentenoe about the ingress jjtiyl egress of 
oreatures f into and out of the primary [or literal] breath stands 
good [or uneontradicted] in tonseqjienco the organs con\- # 
prising the strength [or substance] of creatures. Again, the 
Sun and Food are represented as the divinities of chanting and 
warding immediately after tho breath, the divinity of ptifto* 
gyrics; but those two have no Brahma-ship, — therefore tho 
breath too, being jn tho same community, has no Braluua-ship 
either. 

These objections being premised, tho author of tho Sutras 
says : “ Therefore, the breath.” Because of its (denotative) 
sign, as settled in tho former sutra. Therefore, because of 
it^ denotative sign, the word prana (breath) too is* fit to bo 
(held as) Brahma, for tho denotative sign of Brahma is also 
found in the A r eda in relation to Prana; viz. “All these crea- 
tures enter in to Prana itself (on their dissolution) and spring from 
Prana (on thoir production).” Thus the production and dis- 
solution of all creatures being declared to have Prana for Ttheir 
cause, lead us to the Braluua-ship of Prana. 

But has it not been said that own on tho acceptation 
of tho primary * Prana (or literal breath) the ingress and 
egress oro not contradicted, because the same have been ^luuvn 
to bo true of sleeping and awaking ¥ lime it «s sakl [in 
reply] : in sleeping and awaking, the ingress *uid egress of 
the organs only, are found to have Prana for their loous-r- 
but all creatures aro not [found to have the same loci}*]. 
Here (in the text just cit'd) all organs as well as all embodied 
animated beings [have Prana for their locus] for the text i** 

" All these creatures” &c, : and own where Vedic texts a$out 
creatures [buuta, lit. a creature, a production] have reference 
to the primary productions (or elements), there too [Prfiua’s 
having] the denotative sign of Brahm^ is uneontradicted. But do 
we not find in the Veda that in the spates of sleep and waking, 
the organs of sense, together with their objects, are literal- 
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ly] rcaolvod into bjcath and produced from breath P Thus 
“*when asleep, ho doo^uot see any dream, and becomes unify^i 
% witfy this breatli, then speech together witjj all names (nouns, 
or words) are reeved # iato tlife.”* In that case top the word 
Prime stands for Brahma because of its denotative sign* 

Agaiu wkh roforonce to tho saying, that the word Prana has no 
^signification of Brahma, because of i^ contiguity with the Sun 
♦and Pood, that is illogical, because tho word Prana being by 
• foroo of tho conclusion of the sentence understood to have 
Brahma for its signification, tho [argument from mere] conti- 
guity is good .for nothing. As to what has been alleged that 
tho word Prim a is primarily by general acceptation applied to 
the five-formed [rerial modification], this allegation is to be 
refuted like [tho previous argument] about A'kasa. lienoe t^e 
Brahma-ship of Prana, the divinity of panegyrics, is proved. 

Hero again some cito [against us] tho text, “ the breath of 
breath 44 tho mind 0 gentle pupil, lias tho breath for ii^ 
bond this argument is also illogical. Becauso the doubt is 
dispcdlod by the variation in tho word and tho subject. Thus 
in tho phrase, tho father of tho lather, the father in the genitive 
is one person, and the father in the nominative is another person, 
and thus lather's lather is understood — so iu *tho sontenco the 
“ breach of breath” [Prana’s prana] it is ascertained that a 
prUnapdiffcrent from the commonly known prana, is the prana 
or breath of breath. But there can be no indication of 
difference in [such a sentence as] “He himself is his own.” 
‘Whatever is indicated on any one’s subject, it is tliero found, ‘ 
though under a different name, indicated as the subject. As in 
•teh^iojL to the J yotishtoma sacrifice, tho word jyotisjji luminary] 
in flfe sentence, 41 let him offer the jyotis in every spring” has 
fthe sacrifice) Jyotishtoma lor its purport, so on the subject of 
the supreme Brahma, how can the word Pr&na in the text 44 the 
mind has Prana for its^boud” imply merely a modification of 
air ? Therefore this nof^ being subject to a dubiety, the 
* KtuishiUvU Droll mana Upaniskad, Hi. 
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example is not to the point. But in regard to Prana, the 
^diviuity of panegyrics, the dubiety, well as pnmA jfacie 
objections, and their solution Jiave all'been shown* 

24. The luminary: ri^ausiPaf rife mention •ok the 
• • 

FEKT. 

Thus it is read [in the Veda] “ Then (again) the luminary 
which shines above that firmament over the whole creation, 
animate and inanimate, highest and best, is the same ns tlu^ 
which is the luminary within this soul.”* Here lies the doubt: 
u Are the luminaries, the sun, <&o., here expressed by tho terrt^ 
u luminary,” or is it the Supremo spirit Y Even words, havings 
other primary significations, have been (already) declared, ber 
t cause of their denotative signs, to have Bndunn for their 
purport. Xre there such signs hero — or are there not — this 
is* the point under discussion. What then is arrived at? 
By the word “ luminary” aro comprehended the sun <&c. alone. 
Why? Because of the wdl known ucceptal ion. For tho tw<f 
words “ darkness and luminary” [/. v. light] are weM known 
to refer to two objects which are mutually opposed to each other. 
The nooturnul shades and othor obstructives of tho functions 
of tho eye are 0 called u darkness,” and the suu &c., as assistants 
of the same functions aro (called after tho term) “ luminary.” So 
also is the Vedic expression, “ shines,” well kiiawnjp have tho 
sun &c. for its subject. Nor can any texlf [in itsj primary 
[sense] be claimed for such a sentence as — “ Brahma, devoid of 
form, shines.” Because also of the Veda limiting the range 
of the luminary to the firmament [or Heaven]. But the firma- 
ment canuot reasonably be assigned as tho limit of Bralupa’s 
ranger wlio is the cause of all moveable and immov^alpe crea- 
tures, ana is identical with the Total. Of a created lumipary, 
bounded in dimension, the firmament may be the limit, as also* 
the Brdhmana, “ the luminary above the firmament.” 

* Chl.amb.foa, 10 k 
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But is not the assignment of the firmament ns the limit, 
inconsistent also in thd case of the created luminary, because of 
its reaching every whor£ [in infinite space] P Then let there 
beta firtt created light^ not made o^threo components. By no 
means : because ther£ is no use of a light, not made of jthree 
components. If you say, this is tho use, that it may be worship- 
ped, -wl say that cannot bo. Because we find that the sun &c., 
fitted for another [substantive] use, serve (also) as objects of 
ycfrship. Because also of the unqualified text, " let mo make 
each of them, and each of their throe- fold components, three- 
•ompouuded.”* Nor is there any well-known acceptation that 
created light, uneomposed of threo components, has tho firma- 
jnent as tho limit of its range. Then lot the word 41 luminary” 
stand for tliaj light composed of throe-fold components. 

But lias it not been said that the word 44 luminary” is also 
applied to firo &e. under tho firmament P That is no faqjt. 
For of tho luminary which ranges everywhere, tho acceptance 
•for tho purpose of worship, of a definite locality, such as “ above 
the firmament,” is not contradictory, hut the fabrication of a pl- 
ouliar locality lor Brahma, who is devoid of a peculiar locality 
[/. e, form or member] is not consistent. And the toxt inculcating 
a multiplicity of sites is rather more congruous ift the created 
luminary ; viz. “ Over tho whole creation, the highest and best.” 
And tlio {ext, “this is the same as Act which is the luminary 
wjthiu the soul,” is observed to be tho imputation of the supremo 


* Chhandogyn, 410. This process of three-compounding of the gods. Light 
Water, 2nd Pood, is thus explained by Sankara vqrangU 

snvRf f* t**tt$*w* mvn\ wg 

f*«Vt JW | Tlii» exposition leaves u» very fftuch in the 

dark an to tho nature of this composition. With the assistance of Ananda 
Givi’* gloss on the passage we can only form the following idea of this mys- 
tical compound. 

Tho divinity Light has $ Light \ l Water + f Food. 

The divinity Water has \ Water 4^1 Light + f Food. 

The divinity Food has J Food + } Light + i Water. 



luminary to tho gastric luminary/ Imputations are caused 
Jby a community of property : os 44 the* oarth is his [Prajapati’s] 
head : the head as ono, and so is this syllable [bRu *tho 
earth] ”f As to the gastric limniWy at is notoriously no- 
Brahifta, because it [tho gastrin luminary^ is found in tho , 
•Veda tQ bo endowed with warmth and sound: “thifHsits 
sight” [which tho contest expressly declares to bo tho same as 
tho fooling of warmth] and “ this is its hearing” (that's* 
sound) Because also of tho text, 44 let this bo worshipped os 
seen and heard.”** And what is agreeable to tho sight becomes* 
well reported. Add to this tho text lie who understands ( 
this” — thus [proving the gastric luminary to bo] no-Brahma, • 
because of its little fruit— lbr the worship of Brahma calls for 
great fruits.* Nor is there in the texts them selves about the 
44 luminary” any thing else [which may bo taken for a do- 
notifliYo of Brahma, in the ease of the breath and A'kusa. 
^[either is Brahma declared in tho preceding text, viz. 44 Tho 
(iuyatri is this Total” where the metre also is declared. a 

-Kveu if it were conceded with some diiliculty, that in the 
preceding text, Brahma is declared, still thou is iio recognition 
of him bore. Theye, the text “ the? three-footed is tho immortal in 
the firmament” || is found to give the firmament for its repository ; 
while here, the text “ lumirifcy above the tirnmyieut” settles 
the firmament as the limit of its range. Therefore the “ lumina- 
ry” bore is to be taken for a created luminary. 

Meeting the above objections, we declare that tho 44 lumi- 
nary” here is to be taken for Brahma. Why 'f because of the 
mention of the feet — that is, because feet are mentioned, 
the preceding text, Brahma is declared to bo four-footed T)jJlthe 
following mantra, viz. Such is its greatness — still superior t^ 
it is the soul. One foot of his is the whole creation. The 

I 

* The Hindu idea of the gawtric ** luminary” or fire, appear* to be 
equivalent to the idea of the gn*lrie juice. 

t Brihud Ar. U78. t Chhaudugva, 108. § Ibid, lt)9. ]f Ibid, 186. 



thre^-fooled immortal Is in the firmament of this Total.”* There 
the three-footiecf immortaf of the four-footed Brahma is deelarecL 
to *be \>f' a form related to the lirmament.# The same is here 
recognized, as declare^ in rdffition to the firmament. By leaving 
that, and fabricating a created luminary, the real subjeot*would 
bcw lest, and an unreal one manufactured. Not only.does thef 
word “ luminary” refer to Brahma by the rule of contiguous 
, succession, but in the supremo science of Sandilya too, Brahma 
Allows by the same rule. Therefore the “duminary” here 
must be oonstrued as Brahma. 

As to what has been said that the words “ the luminary 
shines” are well known to be applicable to created luminaries, 
this is no fault [by whioh to vitiate our argument], because if 
Brahma be received by the sense of the context, th^re is no spe* 
eifioation in the above words by which Brahma can be exclu- 
ded ; and allowing the [primary] signification (of the whrds) 
to be created shining luminaries, they can be alike applicable , 
to Brahma also. Because again of the Mantra Varna, “ by 
which [sentient light], the sun being enlightened, imparts 
h$at” (/. c. shines). It may also in another way be said that 
this word “ luminary” is not confined to the light which assists 
the functions of the eye. It is also found to be applied else- 
where : jhus^ “ This person takers seat by the yerhul luminary 
[or light of speech] of those who have imbibed the mental lumi- 
nary.” Therefore whatever enlightensa person’smind is expressed 
by the term luminary. Such being the case, the word a luminary’ ’ 
is demonstrated to refer as above, because of the sentient Brahma 
being the cause of the appearance of the whole universe [which 
oomfep to light only because of His light]. The seme is proved 
by texts like the following : “ The universe shines [i. e. comes 
to light] after Him, the shiner : by his light this total shines.”t 
“ Him gods worship, the luminary of luminaries, the immortal 
life.”t 

• Clihsuidogya, 184. * * 

t Katlia, 142. Swetaswatara, 367. Mundak, 304. J Br. Ar. 887. 
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As to the assertion that the statement of the Firmmnent as 
tjje limit of range is not applicable in the case of # the all-perva- 
ding Brihma, ^he reply is, tha^ there can be no inconsistency 
in the fixing, for the purposes pi devotion, (tf a peculiar JoSalify 
for Brahma. But has it not (also) been Said, that there must 
be an (insuperable) objection to the fabrication />f u peculiar 
locality for Brahma which has no definite locus ? This if no 
flaw in our argument, because the formation of, a peculiar 
locus, by reason, of peculiar semblance-relations, is oonsisten^ 
even in the case of Brahma who has no peculiar locus. Again, 
the worship of Brahma in relation to peculiar localities, i. <»., i 
the sun, the eye, the heart, is observed in the Veda. Hereby a 
multiplicity of receptacles h proved by the text “ around the 
yhole creation.” 

As to this that has been said, that because of iln attribution 
to the created gastric luminary, inferred by warmth and sound, 
^the luminary above tlio firiunnient must be a created luminary ; 
neither is this a cogent objection : lor there may reasonably be 
a typicality of Brahma in the form of the gastric luminuTy, like 
his typicality in regard to name &c. Ai.i according tfl the text 
“ let him worship both the Been and the heard of,”* there must 
be visibility ancf audibility by the door of the typical. 

The objection that it must be no-Brahma, because of the 
mention of small fruits, this Too is quite gratuitous ; for there is 
no reason for a definite rule that for so nAicli fruit it may ' 
betake itself toUrahma, but not fur so much. For where fiio 
supreme Brahma, bereft of all peculiar relations, is inculcated 
as the Spirit, there one uniform fruit is understood, viz., Eman- 
cipation. But where Brahma is inculcated in his relating io 
speqjal qualities or to peculiar types, there (various} •fruits, 
great and small, [but all] sensuous in this fleeting world arc 

• Chhandogya, 199. Here agaiu tbfre is an absurd mistake in the 
citation of this passage in the Asiatic Society’s edition. It is |f| w?H| Wf 

WfrftW | It should be ft* yr V 4 
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found jp texts like # the following : “ The giver of food, the 
giver of wealth obtains yealth — even he who understands so.’£ 
Although in the word “ luminaay” itself, tljere if nothihg deno- 
tative* of Brahma, yft tho^ign wfcicli is observed in the preced- 
ing text should be hocepted And thus it is asserted by the 
author of the.Suti^i : “ Luminary : because of the expression of 
feet. 4 * But how can the text about the “ luminary,” relinquish- 
ing its own [primary] signification, be diverted by the vicinity 

• gf “ Brahma” contained in another sentence This objection 
does not vitiuto our argument, because in tho sentence, “ That 

••which is tlie luminary above the firmament,” Brahma, asserted 
, in tho preceding sentence, being recognized from its relation to 

• the Firmament by the very first word that is read, viz., the pro- 
noun “ tliat, v and being thus indicated by his own independent 
force, tho word “ luminary” is also in its signification, capable of 
having that object. Therefore, Brulima is here to be set forth 
as “ luminary.” 

25. lit YOU SAY, It IS NOT SO, BECAUSE OK THE • KXl'UKSSION 
OF TUg METRE [flAY.XTHI,] THEN WE UETOltT, No ! — BECAUSE 
IN THAT WAY THE DEVOTION OF THE MIND IS DECLARED, AND 
IN ANOTHER WAY [THE WORSHIP. OF BRAHMA] IS NOTICED. 

Now as to the assertion that even in tho preceding sentence, 
Bralima i& not spoken of, because tho metre called “ Gayatri” 
’is spoken of in the text, “ Gayatri is this total substance what- 
ever this be”f — that assertion must be renounced. How again 
oan it be said, that because of the expression of the metre, 
Brahma is not spoken of — since in the Rich or mantra “ such 
is jts glory, ”+ the four-footed Brahma is manifested. But this 
is nof c «if. Introducing the Gayatri [as tho subject] in tho 
te^f, “ The Gayatri is this total/" and expounding the same 
under the distinctions of substance, earth, body, heurt, speech 
and breath, it is added further, 11 that same Gayatri is four- 
footed and six-formed, the same is manifested in this Rich. 

* Br. At*., BIG, f Clikuiitlogya, 181. J Ibid, 18*1. 
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such its glory. ’ ”* Thus the mnftitra refers to the same (3-ayatri 
expounded in the above forms. IIow«oan it abfuptly [intxo- 
duoe a rfew subject^ and] spodk of Brahma, tho four-footecWP 
The word “ Brahma” ’ too, whidi occurs therf, viz., “ Whatever 
it bo,ut is Brahma, ”t must liave the metro /or its- purport, for 
tho metre is the subject. And the text “ whoever ^nderstaijds 
this Brahma-Upanishad’^ia intended to signify [tho mystery 
of] the Veda- U punishad. Therefore, bceauso of tho mention < 
of tho metre, Brahjna cannot bo tho subject. 

If the above objection bo urged, the reply is, it docs not vitiato 
[our argument] : because in that way the devotion of the mind 
is declared. In that way, through tho door of the metro called 
Gayatri, the devotion of the mind to Brulimn, and ^ho fixing 
of # tho mind on him, following it, is inculcated by the Hrtih- 
mana text, “the Gayatri is this total.” Now tho [metre] 
Gayatri composed only of [certain] syllables cannot possibly 
become identical with the Total. Therefore, that which is 
ascertained to follow the modification called Gayatri, even I ^ah- 
um, the cause of the universe, is declared in the sentence, “ It 
is this Total.” As in tin* text, “ This Total indeed is Bmhma.’’§ 
Tho effect we shall assert ib inseparable from tho cause — tho 
identity being ovfdcnt from expressions like “tho (mere] re- 
course to words.”j| Thus, there and elsewhere, is the "wor- 
ship of Brahma manifested through the door of mollifications : 
“For Him do the ltig-vedins conclude to bo [recognized 
as the object of worshipj in the great weapon, (l T ktlia,)— 
•Him the Yajur-vedin priests (recognize) in tho Fire, and 
Him the Snma-vcdin chanters (adore) in the great Sacri- 
fice.” Therefore even in tho expression of tho metro Gajfoiri, 1 
Brahma is indicated in tho previous sentence. The earners 
thus found ; . the sentence about tho “luminary” for the* 
purpose of laying down another rule of worship. 

Others say Brahma is directly imported by the word Gaya- 
tri, because of tho community of number. As the Gayatri is 
• Chhandogya, 184. t Ibid, 185. J Ibid, 177. § Ibid. 200. || iftd, 385. 
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four-footed, with si» syllables in each foot, so is Brahma four- 
footed. Tttift elsewhere too, the word which expresses the 
iftetio is found to be used, because of the c<jmmunity of number, 
ill another sense. J In infcrodiiting the text, “ As these five 
[Air, Fire, Sun, Moon and Water] and those five {Breath, 
J^ech, the eyo,*the ear, the mind] being together ten make up 
a Krita,” it is added “ the same is tjiis Yirat, the consumer of 
•food.”* In this respect too, it is Brahma that is expressed not 
the metre. In every way Brahma is the subject of the preced- 
ing sentence. 

26. It is also tiie same, uecausk of its congruity with the 

IMPLIED INCULCATION THE CREATURES, &C. AS FEET. 

• 

That Brahma is the subject of the preceding sentence may 
also be concluded from this : because it inculcates by implica- 
tion the oreaturos &o., as His feet. For after indicating the 
creation, the earth, the body, the heart, it is added — “ The 
samjj is this four-footed six-formed Gayatri.” Now the crea- 
tion &o., cannot bo concluded as the feet of the mere metre 
without Brahma as its support. Again, without Brahma os 
the support, tho following Rich would be incongruous : “ Such 
is his glory.” And by tho following Rich, Brahma is indicat- 
ed* by the very purport of tho words themselves: viz. “One 
foot o7 lfis is the whole creation. Tho three-footed Immortal 
is in the firmament of this total because hereby is His identi- 
ty with the total demonstrated. This Rich is also represented 
itfthe [hymn] Purusha-sukta as having Brahma for its object. • 

The Smriti also shows this form of Brahma : thus, “ I remain 
pervading this whole universe with one of my portions.” The 
following too establishes the same — “ What that is is Brahma.”f 
Such being the oase, the primary signification is consistent. So 
also does tho following text prove : “ These are the five Brah- 
ma persons. And thirv text, “ In the apertures of the heart 
is the Brahma-person,” fc oan only be consistent with the in- 

• ChhandogyMtfO, 261. t Ibid, 186. J Ibid, 193. 
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tention of sotting forth the connection with Brahma. • There- 
fore Brahma is the subject . of the pfecoding lehtonoe. The 
same is introduced *is Brahma 'being recognized from hie rela- 
tion to the firmament in tho sottonefc hboutjtho luminary. This 
is settled. 

27. If it be objected jtiiat because of a diversity in the 

INSTRUCTION, IT IS NOT SO : TUB REPLY IS, [THE OIUKCTION te] 

NOT [VALID] BECAUSE THERE IS NO INCONSISTENCY IN ElTUKft 

CASE. 

What had boon assorted in the preceding sentence that “ tho 
throe-footed Immortal is in the firmament of this total,” was tho 
setting forth of the firmament in tho loeutivo case m tho scuso 
Sf a receptacle, but here in the text “ over tliat firmament,” it 
is in tho ablativo ease in tho sense of a boundary. Therefore 
bocauso of a diversity in the instruction, there is no recognition 
•of Him hero. Hence tie* idea must he given up. 

To this it is replied, This docs not vitiate tho argument, bo- 
causo there is no inconsistency in either case. In either case, 
whether it [tho firmament] he set forth in tho locative or in tho 
ablative, tho recognition [of Brahma] is not inconsistent. As in 
the world, an eagle in contact with tho top of a tree is observed 
to bo represented both ways, [that is to say] an (;agty on the 
top of tho treo, and also an eagle over the top the tree : so 
Brahma, being in tho firmament, may be represented os over tho 
firmament. 

Another [expounder] says that as in tho world an eagle, 
even though not in contact with tho to]) of a tree, is found tg 
b© dc-seribcd«in both ways, as an eagle on the top of' tR^iree, 
and also an eagle over the top of tho tree : so likewise Brahmp, 
being above the firmament, may ho described us in the firma- 
ment. Therefore there is here a recognition of Brahma already 
ascertained in tho preceding sentend. Hence it is proved tliat 
the word “ luminary” refers to the fciprome Brahma. 
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28 . Brbath # [is Brahma] because thitherward is the 

LEADING OF THE TEXT. 

^ • • t 

There is inthoKaEshitakjfBrahmana-TJpanishad an anecdote 

of Indta and Pratarcfana, commencing with tho words “ Pratar- 
dana, son of *De^addsa, approached the favourite mansion of 
Iifdrar with the glory of war and with manliness/’* It is 
stated there, “ Ho (Indra) said, “ I am breath, identical with 
•knowledge. Worship me as such, as life, as immortal.”! Again 
a little after : “ Now Breath, indeed, is oHbe identical with 
"knowledge. Having assumed this body, it raises it up.”! Fur- 
ther on : “ Let not one desire to know Speech, let him know the 
• Spoaker/’§ And finally : “ This breath is itself identical with 
knowfcdge [or is itself the knowing spirit] , tho joy, the undecay- 
ing, the lmmortal.”|| In all these, lies this doubt? Is the mere 
air here indicated by tho word “ Breath P” Or is it a divinity P 
Or the living Soul ? Or is it tho supremo Brahma P 

But according to a previous Sutra : “ Therefore, Breath,” — is' 
not th8 purport of tho word “ Breath” already settled to be 
Brahma ? Here too there is the denotative sign of Brahma, 
•‘the Joy, the Undecaying, the Immortal &c.” How then can 
a doubt exist here at all P We say [a doubt is admissible for 
discussion] because of tho observation of a multiplicity of signs. 

The saying of Indra, “ Know me alone, is denotative of a di- 

• 

• Kanshitaki Brahmaim Upanishad, 73. 

t Kuushitaki Bi\ Up., 78. The reading of the original in the Kaushitaki 
(Mr. towell’s edition) is “ * SVimrsf 

*phe citation in the Uttara Mimansd Bhashya is “ IWTW BTWiffo EWTHT 
it As I am translating the Uttara Mim&nsA 

Bh&shyA, 1 have rendered tho passage as it is cited here. WEU9TT 1 have 
rendered “ identical with knowledge" after Mr. Cowell. It admits of two 
other renderings : “ The spirit of knowledge/' and “ The knowing or intel- 
ligent spirit." One or other of t^ese must be had recourse to when the word 
is used as a substantive. 

x Ibid, 83. § Ibi& 96 . * 


|| Ibid, 100. 


T Ibid, 75. 
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vinifcy. The sentence, " Assuming this hotly, it raises* it up,** 
is a denotative of Breath [as a modification of the air], tfhe 
preoept** Let not one dosiro to*know Speech, let him kuew^he 
Speaker , ”* irf^denotative of tlte living soult Hence a *doubi is 
admissible [for discussion]. 

And here Breath being primarily taken to signify air, it is [in 
answer to the objection] declared, Brahma is to bo understood as 
expressed by the word Breath. Why P Because thitherward is ttys 
leading of the text. For so the construction of the passage is ( 
found to have Brahma for its purport in the consideration of the 
sentences preceding and following: Thus at the commencement, 
Indra said, " Ask a boon.*’ Pratardana desired the highest of hu- 
man objocts [the summum bonum] saying," You yourself soloofc 
for me a boon which you think the highest good for mankind. ”t 
Thereupon Breath was represented to him ns tho highest good» 
hovfctlien can it not In* tho Supremo Spirit Y Certainly tho highest 
jgood cannot be attained otherwise than by a knowledge of the 
Supremo Spirit. Such it appears from texts like the following : 

" By knowing Him alone, one gets over death — there is no other 
way of attaining supreme felicity.*’* Again, '* Whosoever knows 
me, his everlasting welfare is not destroyed by any act, not by 
theft, nor by murftur of learned Brahmin* &o.”$ This too can only 
take place by tho comprehension of Brahma, for it is well km>wn 
that on the knowledge of Brahma, all works cease. *Tlflis " His 
works too cease on that cause and client being observed. ”|j Xu 
these and similar texts, the status of the knowing spirit is shown 

* Ibid, 96. A curious m intake berc in the citation in the Asiatic Society a 
edition of the Uttara-miiuansa-bba»hya : “Jf instead 

t Kansk. v *ah. Upa. 74. 

% SwUaswatam, 327. 

§ Kaush. 77 WT«^T w thus expounded by Sankardnanda : 

|| Mnnduk, 302. 
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to be in •Brahma. Nor is it possible for the unsentient air to 
have the statu® of a knowing spirit. Further, the conclusion 
of *ths Kaushitaki is, “ The Joy, the Undecaying, the«Immor- 
tak”* The status of Joy#<S*s., isfiot possible elsewhere than in 
Brahma. “ lie is not magnified by good deeds, nor is Jie re- 
duced by evil*deeds. For it is He that causes him to perform 
good deeds whom it wishes to raise above these worlds. And 
it is IIo too, who causes him to commit ovii deeds whom it de- 
1 sires to sink below these worlds. This is the protector of the 
world, this is the ruler of the world, this is the Lord of the 
world.” f The lead of all these texts can bo followed, if the 
supreme Brahma bo the subject — but not if breath be taken in 
its primary signification. Therefore the Breath is Brahma. 

29. IF YOU SAY IT IS NOT SO, BECAUSE IT IS fttCULCATKD 
THE SrittlT OF TIIE SPEAKER, — THAT ONLY SHOWS THAT IN 
HIM IS THE AC; ME OF THE RELATIONS OF SELF. 

As to what lias been said that Breath is Brahma, on that* 
there is this conjecture, the supremo Brahma cannot be signified 
by the word “ Breath.” Why not ? Because it is inculcated as 
the spirit (or rather soul) of the speaker. As to the speaker, he 
Was lndra, a cortaiu divinity possessed of a body. Ho spoke to 
PrattcKiana of his own spirit or soul. Beginning with the words, 
u Know In e*only,” and followed by the words, “ I am Breath, the 
knowing spirit,'* how can Breath, thus inculcated by a statement 
ofregotism, as the spirit of the speaker, be Brahma ? For Brahma 
cannot bo a speaker, as texts liko the following, show, “ Without 1 
speech, without mind.” And the speaker complimented himself, 
bnlyjvjth virtues relating to his body, which cannot consist in 
Brahfna, as is shown by sentences like the following : “ I killed 

* Kaush. Brali. Upa. 100. ^ 

t Ibid, 102. The citation ot this passage too in all the editions of the 
Uttara Mi in ansa Bhashya sligl^ly varies from Mr. Cowell’s edition of the 
original Kaushitaki. I have "translated the citation and not the original as 
in Mr. Cou ell's. 4 
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the three-headed son of Twastri. I gave up to tho wolves the 
devotees in whose mouth there was upfc a singly jound of the 
l7eda.”^ And the status of Jnrtra as breath is shown by his 
mightiness, for by tlio text “ Breatl^ ^ might,” is noticed fhe 
divinity which is well known to be tho lord (ff might. And what- 
ever is held to be a deed of might, it is, they say, Jho work of Indra. 
And as fo his being tho Spirit^of Knowledge, it may als<f be 
congruous, because a divino spirit has unobstructed knowledge. 
Kor, they say, the divinities are of unobstructed knowledge^ 
The inculcation of an [ordinary] divino spirit boitig thus 
settled, the sentences about the highest good are to bo applied 1 
to tho same as they may bo fitting. Therefore, Breath is not 
Brahma, because of the inculcation of tho speaker Iudra’s 
spirit. 

The conjecture being thrown out, it is thus resolved.* 1 ’ Verily 
in y!ini is tho acme of the relations of sell'. Tho relation of self 
is the relation of tho animating soul. Tho acme or abundance 
thereof is found in this in-d\vellor. The text, “ While Breath 
resides in this body, so long is life/’f shows tho independent 
duration and conclusion of tho life of l*»*euth flowing in tho 
spirit of knowledge, — not that of any distinct inferior deity. 
Again the text?: “ In tho existence [of Breath] consists the 
supreme good of tho pranas (or organs), shows that Bjfillth is 

# Kaudii. Brali. Upa. 76. 

f Ibid 79. 

J Kaush. Br. Up. 82. This text was evidently mistaken by tho editor of 
the Asiatic Society's edition of the Ultara Mi uni nx a Ilk uxJu/a for thg lan- 
guage of £>ankarncharya himself, instead of a citation from the Kaushitaki. 
The words are variously read and interpreted. Mr. Cowell editing the Kaij- 
shitaki reads ftern after Sankaranauda thus : 

But Sankarr hiirya and his commentator Oovimlananda read them differently, 
TTVnWT Uovindaiiaiida supplies the ellipsis thus : 

1 think Sankaracharya’s reading is more in harmony with the 
context, and as I am translating him, I haic rendered the passage according 
to his citation. 
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identical with the so ul, the asylum of the organs. So also 
commencing j^th the sentences, “ Breath alone is identioal with 
knowledge. Having assumed H lis body, it raiseth it up/* 
anJ “I^t not onefdesirpjto k%ow speech* let him know the 
speaker/’t it is added, " J ust as the circumference of a, wheel 
is placed upon tjie spokes, and the spokes upon the nave, so 
the •rudimentary elements are placed upon the rudiments of 
“prajnfi” [knowledge or intelligence^ and the rudiments of 
i^prajua” are placed upon prdna [Breath]. This Broath is iden- 
tical with Knowlodgo — the Joy, the Undecaymg, tKe Imuior- 
• tal.”$ Thus the text concludes [the Breath] to be [the centro], 
the animating soul, of the functions of the physical organs like 
, spokes on the nave. The following conclusion “ Let one know 
this my soul #, § is also congruous on the comprehension of the 
animating soul, not on that of an inferior or ptftterior body. 
And thore is another text, “ Brahma is this spirit (or bouI)^ all 
perceiver.”|| Therefore, because of the abuudancc of relations 
to seif, this is the inculcation of Brahma, not the inculcation of a* 
divino«apirit. Why then is the spirit of' the speaker inculcated P 

30 . But by tiie observation of the Sastra, tiib incul- 
cation IS LIKE THAT OF VaMADIJVA, 

Thedivinity Indra, looking upon his own spirit by intuitive 
pcrceptioplf jiccordiug to the Sastra as the Supremo Spirit, and 

* Kaush. 83. * f Ibid, 96. 

^Kaush. 99, 100. In the citation of this passage again, the Asiatic Society's 
edition of the Uttara Mimansa Bhoshya is apt to puzzle and mislead the reader. * 
The fust part of the first sentence is, by marks of quotation, so separated from 
the second sentence, that the concluding part of the first sentence 'appears as 
lift hn^pvige of Sankaracharya himself. The first senteuce in the above cita- 
tion I%hve rendered in the words of Mr. Cowell — the brackets alone being 
my own. 

§ Ibid, 103. 

|| Brihad 603. 

If The original is which Govinduoanda thus explains; 
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[thinking in himself] “ I verily am supreme Brahma, ”«Ielivor- 
ed the precept, “ Know me alone.” Like the text?" The ltishi 
Ytimadeva beholding this, declared, “ I have beoome Mitfiu, 
%the Sun too because of the^oxt, ** •Whoever among the gods 
awoke *to a senso of himself became the samo [Brahma, the 
Total].”* But as to what has been added* that after saying 
“ Know me alone,” Indra lauded himself b}' [recounting] the 
slaughter of the son of Twastri &c., which were [proofs of^ 
bodily vigour, that is to be repudiated. To tliis it is replied f 
The narrative of the slaughter of the son of Twastri was not, 
for the laudation of Indra, Ret forth as an object of knowlodgo, 
as if ho had Raid, “ Since I have done such deeds, therefore know 
me.” What then was [the narrative] for ? For tjio laudation 
ef Knowledge After relating the slaughter of Twastri and 
other rash acts, as the reason, ho deduces tho laudation 
of Knowledge by his subsequent language — viz., “ Of me, 
([though] such a [murderous] person, not ft hair lias boon in- 
jured. He who knows me, his future bliss cannot bo impairod 
by any act.”f The purport of the sayings is this : Whereas 
not a hair has been injured of me, who have become Brahma, 
notwithstanding that I have committed such cruel deeds, there- 
fore whosoever else knows me, his future bliss cannot be injured 
by any kind of action. But by the saying, “ I am Brerttfr, tho 
knowing spirit,” Brahma alone was intended to*la f set forth 
as the object of Knowledge. Therefore this is a text relating 
to Brahma. 

31. If you say, No ! because of the denotative signs 
OF THE SOUL AND PRIMARY BREATH, THEN WB RETORT, Noi 
BECAUSE 8f TRIFLE WORSHIP AND BECAUSE TUB SAME*^Nh) 
ARE OOXS'STENT HERE OWING TO ITS (Prana’s) BEINO TgE 
REFUGEE. 

Although in consequence of finding the acme of relations to 
self, it cannot be held as the inculcation of a posterior (or inferior) 
* Br. Aranyaka, 215, 216* * t Kauah. 77. 
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divinity still it cannot be held as a text of Brahma. Why 
notP BecauS^of the denotative sign of the soul, and beoause of 
tli% denotative sign of Breath. 9 The denotative of ftie soul 
is ^leorljr observed iA the foHowidf text : “ Let not one desire* 
to know speech — lot him know the speaker, &o.”* This is a de- 
claration of the soul, afFected by (active) organs such as attach- 
ment, &o., and the director of actions and their instruments, 
that it is the object of Knowledge. So likewise the denotative 
1 *>f the primary Breath : viz. “ The Breath verily, the spirit of 
.Knowledge, having assumed this body raises it.”t Now the 
assumption of a body is an attribute of the primary Breath. 
Beoause in the discourse on Prana, referring to Speech, &o. and 
Breath, is tlje text : “ Breath, the most excellent said to them. 
Don’t labour under a delusion. I alono dividing myself into fiv$ 
forms [tho five vital airs] and propping up this body do support 
it.”+ Those who read this passage " assuming this body,” their 
exposition would be, “ having assumed this soul or assemblage of 
organs, it raises it.” As to tho spirit of Knowledge, it is quite 
consistently applicable to the soul because of its sentience. It is 
also consistently applicable to tho primary breath, beoause of its 
being the refuge of otlior Pranas or organs, the causes of Know- 
ledge. Again, by taking tho animating soul and the primary 
Breiftli, both tho ascertained characteristics of Breath and tho 
Spirit of Knowledge become consistent — viz., tho characteristic of 
unification in respect of co-ex istenco, and tho characteristic of dis- 
tinction in essence : Thus, “ That which is Breath is the spirit 
of Knowledge, that which is the spirit of Knowledge is Breath. ”§ 
And, “ These two dwell together in this body, and get out to- 
gpeth^r w ”|| But if you receive Brahma (to be the ^signification 
of Ifr3ath), then what can be distinct, and from what ? Thete- 
fefre the animating soul and primary breath are either or both 
to be hero understood, not Brahma. + 

If the foregoing be the objection, we reply, Not so : because 

• Kimsb. 96. t tyid. 83. $ Prasna, 179. 

§ Kaush. B. Up. 86. || Kauah. R. Up. 88. 

t 



of triple worship. If suoh be the oase (as *you represents) then 
• Qust there be entertained a triple worship, via.*The worship 
of the nliimating sqpl, the worship of the primary Breath, and 
% the worship of Brahma. Bu^this eatmot 5oiisistoutly bo held 
as the mcauing of one and the same precept. Both from the 
exordium and the conclusion, tho uniformity of the pro^ejjt 
is arrived at. After tl*3 introduction, “ Know me alono,” 
having added, “ I am Breath, tho spirit of Knowledge ; wor* 
ship the same myself, as the Life and the Immortal/’ the eon-* 
elusion is — “ The same Breath is tho Spirit of Knowledge, tho , 
Joy, tho Undccaying, the Immortal.” 

Thus the exordium and the conclusion are found uniform. 
Then it is reasonable to take to one only object [ u$ tho signi- 
^oation of the text]. Nor can the denotative of Brahma be 
applied to any other object, because the ton elements and 
the 4en rudiments of Knowledge cannot bo consistently con- 
signed to any other object separate from Brahma. 

This again is found to be tho inculcation of Brahma, because 
of [Prana’s] being the refugee, which appears, as elsewhere from 
its being in Brahma by virtue of the denotatives of Brahma, so 
also here by its connection with the donotutivos of Brahma, tho 
supreme Bliss, <&. As’to the representation of the denotative 
of primary Breath, “ Having assumed this body, it rais<flT*it,” 
that representation is bad, because the functions "of* [literal] 
breath too, being dependent on the Supreme Spirit, can bo as- 
cribed to the Supreme Spirit. Tims the text : “No mortal livfcs 
by inspiring or respiring breath. They live by another,* in 
whom these two (inspiration and respiration) find shelter.”* 
And although there have been shown the denotatives*^ th*f 
soul, in^iexts like, “ Let not one desire to know speech, JoJ fiim 
know the speaker,” yet they do not contradict the position o!f 
Brahn^| as the subject, because, from texts such as “ Thou art 
the same,” “ I am Brahma,” &o., thj soul cannot be altogether 
separate from Brahma. It is only bp betaking itself to dis- 
* KatK 130. 



tinotion* created by 4 semblance-relations, understanding, &6. f 
that the soul7t>eing in rftality Brahma, is said to be agent 
patteirt. The text, “ Let him notdesire to •know spe£oh — let 
hifh know the speaker, 1 ” ihtfcndea for setting forth the soul’s^ 
identity with Brahma on the abandonment of the distinctions 
coated by sembranco-relations, cannot contradict a dootrine 
which aims at turning tho animating soul inward to itself* 
And other texts such as, “ That which is not manifested by 
speech — by which speech is lianifested, th'tf, know thou, is 
# .verily Brahma, not tiiis which tho world worships,”* represents 
that the soul, affected by tho functions of speech, &o., is itself 
Brahma. 

As to what has been said that tho text, “ These two dwell 
together in this body and depart together,” repjesents a disa 
tinction betweon Breath and Knowledge, and cannot therefore 
be consistent with the doctrine of Brahma, — that does not vitiate 
our argument : because the establishment of a distinction is no^ 
inconsistent botweeu the understanding and Breath, the reposi- 
tories of the capacities both of knowledge and action, becoming 
semblances of tho animating bouI. But they arc the same, being 
essentially identical with the animating soul, the objeot of the 
two semblances : lienee tho unification is not absurd : u Breath 
is itself the spirit of knowledge.” 

Or there may bo another sense in which the words [in the 
Sutra] “ No ! because of triple worship, and because the same 
. (signs) are consistent here, owing to its (Prana’s) being the 
ref ft gee,” may be expounded, as follows : — Tho signs of the soul 
and primary Breath are not contradicted even on taking it as 
\ho iaculoation of Brahma. How ? Because of triple worship# 
Here a triple worship is intended to be set forth of Brahma : (1) 
iJy the attributes of Breath ; (2) By tho •attributes of Know- 
ledge; (3) By his own spiritual attribute. There the ^ribute 
of Breath is thus expressed : “ Worship [me] the life, the im- 
« Kena, 43. 
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^mortal. Life is Breath.”* “ Having ospumeA this body, 'it 
raises it ; therefore let one worship evep this as the [sacrificial] 
installment. ”t Next; the attribute of Knowledgo thus : After 
^the exordium — “ Hr, shall feaplaii^ Jiow e)U T5*jafcuroa* beoSme 
unified for the same Knowledge,” it ft 'added, “ Speech 
verily milked one portion thereof. For it thu namo was plooed 
outside as a rudimentary elemeut.”* “ Having mounted**by 
Knowledge or Spoeeh, he finds by speech all names.”§ And 
the attributes of Brahma aro thus givon : “ Verily thoso ter^s 
rudimentary elements depend on Knowledge ; and the ten rudi- ' 
meats of knowledge depend on the olomcnm : from oithor alone* ' 
no form would be accomplished. There is no division of this 
union ; just us tho cireumferenco of a wheel is placed upon the < 
^spokes, and tho spokes upoifrtho nave, so tho rudimentary de- 
ments are placed upon tho rudiments of knowledge, and the 
rudiments of knowledge are placed upon Breath. This Breath 
is verily knowledge, &o.”|| Therefore the ono worship of 
Brahma is hero intended to bo set forth as triple, by tho attri- 
butes of these two semblances and LLis own attribute. * Else- ' 
where too, the worship of Brahma has been supported by attri- 
butes of the semblance [soul] such as “ mental” 44 breath- 
bodicd”1f (i. c. having breath for its body). And hero also the 
some is joined, because of the unify of signification comprehended 
from the exordium and conclusion of tho text, ami -by* tho com- 
prehension o i the denote tives of Breath, Knowledge and Brahma. 
Therefore it is proved that this is the inculcation of Brahma* 
Here ends the first Section of the first Chapter of San^arfi- ' 
charya’s Sariraka Mimausa Bhsishya. 

* Kaush. Brah. Up. 78. f Ibid, 83, S 

J Ibid, 89. ' The reading in the Mimanni Bhuahya in vwtUvfM f f rtbt VW 
HW5u In the Kauahitaki, Asiatic Socle's e<lition. An I am translating 
the Bhdshya, 1 have rendered it “ become unified/’ instead of adoptiug Mr. 
CowerfS “ are also absorbed.” * 

§ Ibid, 91. Here I have availed myselCof Mr. Cowell’s translation*. 

|| Ibid, 98-100. 1 have here again adopted tho translation of Mr. CowelL 
Tf Chbandogya, 903. 
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* SECTION 2. CHAPTER L 

• 

dbeisanoe to>Ke Suprem^Spiri^! In the 1st Section, it has 
been declared that Brahma is the cause of the production, &o. of 
the whole universe beginning with A'kasa. The pervadingness, 
etSniity, omniscience, all- spiritedness (or identity with the Total) 
and similar attributes liavo been virtually declared. Some 
doubtful sentences have been decided as having Brahma for 
their purport by setting forth reasons for expounding certain 
words, which had offier significations in common parlanoe, as 
, having Brahma for their object. There are other sentences again, 
not clearly denoting Brahma, and giving occasion to the doubt: 
Are they expositions of Brahma, of have they any other mean- 
ing ? For the settlement of such doubts the ^nd and 3rd 
Sections axe undertaken. 

1. Because of the well-known instruction everywhere. 

Thus is it said in the Veda : “ This total verily is Brahma, 
being produced from it, being absorbed into it, and living in 
it. Thus lot the tranquillized person worship. Now persons 
are full of aims. According to his aim in this world, so does 
a person departing from this (world), become. Let him fofm 
his aim, *[thus^ mental, broath-bodied &c.”* Here then tfye 
doubt : Is an embodied spirit set forth as an object of wor- 
ship under the attributes “ mental'’ &c. ? Or is it the Su- 
preme Brahma? What then is arrived at? An embodied 
[spirit]. Why ? Because his relation, as tlio ruler of acts and 
o&gaqg to the mind &o., is well known, but not of the Supreme 
Brahiha. So say the texts, “ Without breath, without mind, pure 
&&”f But in the text, “ thfe Total is Brahma,” is not Brahma 
got at by its own expression ? # Theu why is the eonjeo|ure of 
an embodied spirit being the object of worship ? This is no 
fault. This text is not^ intended as an injunction to the wor- 
• Clihandogya, 201-203. t Mundaka, 287. 
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Wherefore then? I^ifl oil 
tranquillity. Whereas this to talas Bsahma, bo&ag 
from it, absorbed ii^to it, and lfcdng in it, therefore, being < 
^quillized, let one worship. tfhis becomes tBoplbport 
the whole of this production of modifications is Brahmsf itself; 
because of production from it, absorption into it,*and livragja 
it, and whereas the whole being one, tliere con be no attoSlr 
ments or affections, therefore, being tranquillized, let OU0 
worship. Now the text being an injunction to tranquillity, 
cannot be made to onlaiu the worship of Brahma. A worship 
is indoed enjoined by the words, “ Let liim form his oim. ,f 
Aim or purpose moans contemplation. But its object is laid 
with the deuotatives of the animating Soul, “ Mental, breath* 
^odied.” Therefore, we saj\ this worship has the animating 
soul for its ohjeot. The Vodic phrases u All-doer, all desirer”* 
indicate also by their equivalents or synonyms the animating 
^soul os the object. ^ The following text also idealizes, not the 
unlimited Brahma, but the animating soul, like the extremity 
of a pencil in dimension, having the heart for its loc&, and 
being small as an atom : viz. “ This my spirit within my 
heart is smaller than a corn or barley. But is not the phrase 


“ superior to the earth,” likewise, no id<Ji of a limited sub- 
stance ? To this we say, that smallness (#. c, inferiority^ and 
superiority cannot both simultaneously find pl^ge in ^he same 
thing, because it would involve a contradiction. As one of the 
two can only bo received, it is proper to take that which is first 
found, namely, smallness. As for superiority, that will S^and 
for the requirement of the Brahma status. But it being settled, 
that the animating soul is the purport of the text hero, thp 
celebration ot Brahma in the sequel, viz. “ This is Branifta,’* 
is also to be held as having the animating soul for its purport, 
because that is the proper object of investigation here. There* 
fore by attributes pf “ mental,” &%> the animating soyl is 
set forth here as the object of worship. 

• Chbamjogya, 205. * t Clihandogya, 20& 
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emotions we meet by declaring that the 

/l^reme BrAma himself is here set forth as the object of wor- 
shio ly the attributes 41 mental,* &o. Wh^ ? Beoaus# of the 
weft known inerfuotfon everywhef^. That which is well known 
in all the Vedanta texts, namely, the import of the word Brah- 
ma being the«Cause of the Universe, is here also observed at the 
eJdrdium of the sentence,* viz. “ This # Total verily is Brahma.” 
Jt is reasonable to hold that the same is inculcated as dis- 
tinguished by the attributes “ mental,” &o. ^ By this exposi- 
tion, the loss of the real subject and the fabrication of an unreal 
’one, will be averted. But has it not been alleged, that in 
the exordium of the sentence, Brahma is mentioned only with 
the intention of laying down the duty of tranquillity, not with 
the intention of declaring His essenoo ? To this the reply is^ 
that although Brahma is mentioned with ’the intention of lay- 
ing down the duty of tranquillity, yet on the attributes 44 men- 
tal,” &o., being set forth, the same Brahma ^ecomes [referred^ 
to as] contiguous. The animating soul is neither contiguous 
(expressly), nor can it be reached by any word in the text. 
Henoe the incongruity (of the above allegation about the 
animating soul). 

2. Because also of consistency with the qualities in-? 

^ * tended to he set forth. # 

44 Intended tb be sot forth” means 44 desired to be uttered.” 
Although in the Vedas, which are not the product of any person’s 
composition, there cannot be, owing to tlio want of a speaker («. c. 
author), any desired senso (or purport), yet such is ascribed (to 
them) by (the consideration of) acceptable results. For in the 
woi£d* whatever appears acceptable as tho meaning of a word is 
called the intention (pf the author). Whatover is unaccept- 
able is (considered) not the intention (or purport). Likewise 
in tl^e Vedas too, that which is signified aooeptably, becomes 
the intended sense or purpose. That which is otherwise, is held 
to be not the intended sens*. The acceptable or unacceptable 



;iq Vedio sentences is arrived at 1>y thA drift 
So here, the qualities desired to he Uttered, whit#tee#slf^S 
• aooeptebiy for the purpose of potion, nati^ Jbhe pUrsdllwtt 
**uth and the rest ate consistent in thd Supieme Brahnft. w 
pursuit' after truth is idealised in the Supreme Spirit, Beoause 
it has no capacity for obstruction in creation, ^ntervatio^<|fid 
absorption. As a quality of the supreme Supreme who is a " spirit 
devoid of sin,” this is observed — “ truth-desiring, truth-inter^ 
ding.”* “ Akasa-sijirited,” Ac. meaning one whose spirit is Uk£ 
Aktisa. Because of the attributes of all pervasion, Ac. BrifS* 
ma’B likeness to Akfisti. becomes reasonable. 44 Superior to the 
earth,” Ac., this also shows the same. If [Aktfsa-apirited] were 
construed to signify one whoso spirit is A'k&ap, even that 
yould *be reasonable. Brahma, the cause of the whole uni- 
verse, and identical with the Total, has the attribute of Ak&sa- 
spirkted. Therefore 44 All-doer,” Ac. Thus qualities intended 
Jo he set forth, as of an object of worship [/. c, all desirable quali- 
ties] become consistent in Brahma here. 

As to what has been%aid that 44 Mental, Breath-bodied,” is 
tf uootative of the aiiimatiug soul, and that it is not congruous 
in Brahma, we assert even that is congruous in Brahma. Be- 
cause of his idenfity with the Total, the attributes 44 mental” 
&Cy which arc connected with the animating soul, become also 
oqpnected with Brahma. Thus the *S'ruti uiuLJjmmi* both de- 
clare about Brahma : 44 Thou art female, Hum also male. Thou 
art a boy, thou also a girl. Thou wulkest as a decrepit by* a 
staff, thou becomest also a (now) born (babe), thy face oat all 
sides.”! “ lie has hands and feet ou all sides, he has eyes, heads 
and faces on all sides, he has ears on all sides. He ronmiq^jn tift 
world, covering the Total. ”J 44 Verily without breath, ViAouf 
min<b limpid,” this text has reference to pure Brahma. But (Jw 
text “ Mer*al, breath-bodie^ has reference to a qualified Brah- 
ma. This is the distinction Therefore we arrive at theieon- 
• Clihandogya 536. f ^Swetaswatars, 336. 345. { Ibid 331. 
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elusion 4liat because pi Consistency with the qualities intended 
iobe set for®, the Supreme Brahma himself is here inouloated 
us ^n object of worship. 


3. % BuT BECAUSE <JF INCONGRUITY, NOT THE KMBOIJJED. 

The preceding Sutra showed the consistency in Brahma of the 
qualities intended to bo sot forth. In the present sutrn is shown 
tjie incongruity of the same with the embodied (soul). The 
Uword “ but’’ is for tho purpose of ascertaining [the distinction 
fodfrweon the two]. According to the argument already ex* 
pressed, Brahma is verily oiulowed with the qualities " Men- 
tal” &c. , hut tho embodied soul is not ondowed with the quali- 
ties “ Mental” &o., because the qualities of “ truth-intentioned,” 
“ Ak&sa-spinted,” “ speechless” [or un speaking and without 
organs] “unaffected” (/'. (>., without desires or* attachments), 
u superior to the earth,” and similar other qualities can- 
not consistently be applied to tho embodied (soul). “Ei&^ 
bodied” means existing in tho body. But is not God also 
existeht in tho body ¥ True it is, He is in the body, but 
lie is not in the body only : because his pervadingness is *** ^ • 
tioned in the Veda, “ Superior to earth,” “ superior to the sky, 
u extending everywhere like Ak&sa,” “ eternal* But the em- 
bodied soul remains only in the body : because it lias no exis- 
tence elsewJflkv* than the body, the site of its passion [if e* 
enjoyment or stiffening] . 


4 Because Alteo of the implied representation of the 
c 

OBJECT AND THE AGENT. 

* 

Henoo also tho embodied lias not tno qualities of “ Mental” 

&o.,v» because there is the* implied representation of the objeot 
and t&eftgeut : thus “ Having departed from hence I shall attain 
“ This one,” that is, the real spirit, endowed with the 
jtMentaT &o., and tho ot^ct of worship, is by implioa- 
eutbd os the object^— the object to bo reached, “ I 

itMfcU attain” means in other words “ I have reached.” But where 


this on< 
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